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PREFACE

The task of estimating the {ntentions of both friend and adversary
has always been critical te statecraft and military affairs. The Chinese
strategist, Sun Tzu, wrote long ago that it is forckumuwledge which allows
the statesman or gencral to achieve things beyond che reach of ordinary
Men.

But intention estimation has not been an altogether respect-~ble
occupation, iavolving as it does concerted snooping, prying, and spying ou

the one hand, and the possibility of disasterous blunders if the wrong
estimate is made, on the other. This shady image is often reinforced by
the remarks of journalists and even intelligence agercy leaders which
equate the gathering of information oun intentions with the stereotyped
image of the spy, cloaked ana daggered, subotning and corrupting inforamers
and insinuating his way into the enemy’s secret councils. Nor are
frequent rewmlnders needed that it is easy to go wrong; intelligence
failures are uncomfortably common now as in the past. Since the echoes of
the CTA"s scandals and abuses recently faded rarely has a mouth gome by
without the appearance of an article on the “op-ed” page of a wmajor
newspaper {usually adorned vith an illustration of a suitably shady and
hooded figure) reminding the public that, while gpy satellites may bhe able
to count the Russi{ans” missiles and forces, only the old-fashioned agent,
out fn the Moscow cold or some other hostile capital, can f{nform us what
our advoersaries intend to do wiih theiv forces. Althopgh this equatiug of
intention agtimation with traditional spying {s inaccurate, it sevves to
veinforne the public perception ef fatention estimation and istelligence
gathering and analysis as, if not respectable, certainly ncceasary.

It has uot always been so. As recently as the 1950s military
intelligence analysts were explicitly prohibited Zrom estimating the
intentions of an adversary and required to estimate ouly capabilities
(Stech, 1980b). As ths natuve of silitary and naval conflicts aud the
politieal relations of the world”s nations grew nove coasplex and
gvift-=paced, the requirenments for fntelligence estiwates of intaations
changad, Bxplicit attention to intenrians as well as capabilities is uwow
- vaquived of ailicary analysts (Stech, 1980b) and {t has been sugaested
that ne fatelligence estimate is cowplete which fails to sive atkentien to
intentions and the lotegratien of fntentlons and capadiliriex fats a
decision~naking analysis of the advevsary (Sulliven, iw Godaon, 1980

51).

It i3 nok likely that a wation”s intelligeace ovganizations cen
suddenly shifr fronm s philosophy thae prohibited ianteation setisarion Lo
one that vequifes it and just 4 spddenly begin getting fivst-rate
esticates of intentions. Thate are =many vho bBelieve the Ualted Statesd has
ot vecently hod fovesighiful fatellipgencs estinates of jatentions aad
theve ara even ot who stehr to balfeve foresipght i lavgely fsposaible i
the veals of fatellipenee (see Stech, 1979). deverthelswe, thave have
baga sene tematkabla sudcess stories of ijatention estimation Jordsight
{sae Stech, 1979, aud Stech, 19805 and it seens wall varch the ¢ffove %o
tey ra isprove the process of inteution sstimation by exanining what is
tequived, how it is dons, the aature of the probless, and the woseidle
solutions.

An infrtal step In this direction exasined the phesvacnon
intention estimation, whether it could vt should be done, hww failuves
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came sbout and why successes occurred (see Stech, 1979). An ispottant
part of that survey related the general problem of inteutton estimation to
recent vesearch in cognitive and sccial psychology on human iaformation
processing. The present study takes this reseasrch a step further and
investigates how naval analysts estimate the pescetime naval intentions of
the Soviet Unfon and how this task is affected by our human limits as
fnforaacion processors and problemwsolvers. Io effect, we asked #ad
atteanpted to answer the following questions: What are the essential
processes of naval analysis of intentions? How do the probleme and limits
of human information processtng affect those processes? How do these
problens appear in actual naval estimates? How serious and wide-spread
sre such problems? What eight be done to aid and reinforce human
information processing and problem-golving :o possibly strengtheu naval
estimates of Soviet intentions?

Thiz study was prepaved for the 0ffice of Naval Research uader ONR
contract NOOOL4-78-C~Q727 with Mathematica, Inc. I ax deceply grateful to
Commander Ken Hull and Me. J. R. Simpson for their advice, pguidance, and
support in this research effort. Y am also greatly indebted to wmany
colleagues, frifends, and advisors who guided me to the hearts of the
intention estimation and human cognition probless. %o the extent chat I
kave ained in the right directions, they are due the credit. If I have
wissed the targat, I aw to blane. Drs. Richard Metts, Garry Brower,
Judith A. Daly, Robyn Dawes, Baruch Fisahhoff, Michzel Randel, Edward
Jones, snd Barry Turaer, and Major Generals Doyle Larson and Schlemo Gazit
provided vwe valuable comments on intention estimation, coguition, and

- intelligence analysis. Mr, Richards Heusr shared with pe his many

articles and thoughts oo the psyeholopical elements of intelligence
analysis. Mg, Cynthia ﬁuho ‘provided many fusights iato indicators and
the problem of warning an alloved me to delve fnto her extensive writings
on these subjects. The following fntalligence vetersas and scholags
shaved their experiences and reactions to my efforts: Dorwin Cavtwedghe,

. Ray €liee, Willisw €. Oolby, Hatthew Gallagher, Raymond Garthefi, Arthur

Hulaick, Klaus ¥aoye, Uilldiesm Roplowity, Jamas HeCoune)l, Hichasl

- HeoGuire, Dan Maxie, ¥alter Plovtebetmer, Savve Stevens, and Barton

Whaley. Na. Alma Hall oonce agaia vose above and deyonsd the call of duiy
and produced the typescript, tables and figu:x:s, 1 a0 also geast.eiﬁi to as‘
Swma Davis for her assistance.

Host of the prefatovy guotationy used in thix study can bW famxs
fa Bartlett”s Quotstions or any simdilar guides . Sume 6f the move

- lighthearted aphorisss come frem A. Sloch, Hurphy’s Law: Bosk 11 {1930,

Los Angeles: Pricer, Stesve, Sloane) sod P, Dickson, the affim;si Bulss

{1973, Kev York: bDalsesyre Press).

The viswa expressed here gxe Lhose of the suther and do ms:
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIZW

Bafare a war military scfence scems like a real science,
" like astronouy, but after a way {t scems acve like
astrology. '

Rebecea Hest
WHAT THIS STUDY DOES
This rveport exanines a sample of publicly zvaflable estimates of

the peacetime naval intentions of the Soviet Union written by cxperts on
the Sowviet Navy. Xt does not esamine the Soviet Navy iftself, except

- through these sampled estimates, because the objective of this study is to

determine how such estimates are made, where the estimatfon methods might
be wauk (or pavticuiarly stroug), and to make some reconmendstions for the
authors and uysers of suych estimates. Because of this focus on matheds,

the tmages of the Soviet Navy coaveyed here are apt to be misleading -- -

the reader should consult the eriginal estimates for move faithful images.
But the reader seeking a means by which to weigh and judge conflicting
estimates, and the estimator seekiag to improve the crafc, woy find sous
holpful analysis here.

Bealuations of the methods of estimators have beun conducted
before and these prioy efforts have influenced the approach taken here.
For example, Goorge {1959) assessed the mathods and pradictive azcuracy of
propaganda analysts In World War YI. Morve rece.tly Ascher (1978) assessed
the methods sad arcurscy of faracasters predictiag treads in population,
natienal ecenemic data, energy, crassporvatien, 3ud technolegy. Coeklse
(19728), Lee {1927), and Holzman (1980) have assessed the methads and
gecuracy of CIA estimptes of Soviet dofense ewpeadituves. O Leary aund
Coplin (1975) compared the wmedhuds of State Department intellipence
analysts to quantitative techniques addressed to the same igsues. Albert
Hohistettey (19%4a, b, ¢} 1973, b) evaluated the asecuvasey of U.§. Befense
Bapartmeat gestinates of Soviset styatesie eapabliity and esivieized what hs
s#aw a8 the fallscious basie asssumptions of the setismaters. - In addicien,
as ig dowe in thie study, pravious writers have vseonmended sgreater uysa of
systanatic, quantitative, of mathematieal aids te iatelligence sud defense
analysis (o3, Heuer, 1973 O Leavy and Coolin, 1979 Sasty, 1963).

Est{eation Methads

¥har is the point of ssseseing the mathods of 2sticatses or theiy
procesees of judgment, catheyr thag just asgéssim the astisstes sad

judements theeselves? This §8 3 veasonable cusstien buk it yeflests a

beltef that goamshow che fasts speak for chomselves aad that the eethads of
cstimators have ealy an uniasortant ispact on thows estimates {Garthetf,
1978). The tdea that tatelligence ean sonchaw szeien from Fiw §;’;s§§$4
uatauchad by the sellying Tingevs of methed, i3 pary .. vhat Hesseraan

{1960) labaled “ianductioniss™ and Tasive reatfsn” =» beliels that 3l the

facts necd o LUTR into truth IS unblased observaricn, aad that the
“vavataishad” faces will adait ouly ene Interpretation. o _
Bath the analysiz of iatelligeace production, oad the study of

hunaa Judgaeént fa goaetal, have demcustivated that the wuethods (Yo they

o LA,
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’fomnigenee analysis methods, or just the ususl patterns of everyday
" thought) influence the judgmenis (see e.8+, Stech, 1979; Eivhorn and

Hogeeth, 1981). The elfect of such & seemfopgly trivial methodological

- dssue sx hoe o quustion iy askad can have 8 najor iofluence on the auswer.
h veeeri veview of research on how people make decistoaa {Einhora and
Cgarch, 1981} avgues that {emphasis added): A

oo &?n a2 post fuportant empivzinm results in the peria&
Cbader 187504 have shown the sengitivity of judguant and
chofee to ssamiaply uzinor changes o tasks {p. .J).

If winorx, ea&ny«-aveﬁaogﬁd aspects of j\xégmem tasks can
-significantly change judgments, even though no cata are chauged, then it
v seens worthuhile €o exanine the estimation tash and assess which detatla

. of method might Ye reducing the celiabiliey or validity of astimates. 4
. recent conceptual paper on estimates based on um:tain data (&mel; and
- ~numelzt. 13?3 a&-é?) ms&es the velated poioti ,

Man is both an able “fatustive statistician™ ami a prag:at:ie
enle saker depending ow what he iz asked to do with
uncertain information . . . {this) feplies that description
of taak para&&tef& éaaem wove attentiod than it has thus
far veceived. :

© . this study is an in!'d:e;r{a t&a&iwzim of »b& “task uaraneta%s of the

avalyst gatzmting ;hg pem;uiﬁc swea}, m:mim &f thg Ss)ﬁieg &avy.

'an of i&gent ARG

&lvaws pray that your ems;:iae is '&igk&é* In wiskedness -

. thare is a stroog strain teward vstionalicy. ‘Therefore
there is alvays the zassibdilicy, i t&e&:‘y & m&iiag §i,>.%
ﬁigke& By auttbiakiag Ehies.

“Mavion J. iavy, Jr., 1938

Niy stk &t estimates of fateatioss? Tals 48 6ot an essy guesilon
to soswes, aud v sonflicts wizh a2 long eeaditien Jhat has diceuted that

2o wilitary facelligwase should estleate capabilicies, net inteatiens {e.3.,
o eee, Stesh, (804 Cariheff, 1978}, ¥ can Be svgned that lntentions wuse
b estivated along sk ta*‘ﬂbii%iea {Savehoff, 1978), ihat fntentisas gaw
snd should e wscliested (Staeh, i@?*; aaé that atlicavy docteine Ras
Cewglved Fram the traditienel wisw te ane #hiich regulves estimates of

fatentions {Bteed, 1983a). Thate fs ales the problen thet estimstes vhich

. appeat o desl oaly vith capabilicies ofven concea) (oot Iateutioanaily)y an
- fwplieir sstisate of ia&zﬁﬁam, reiafsseiﬁg t&e weed for utﬁa&s shich
. abates Intendion mimﬁ. S

-X’ma cm Liases |

H sae vieve Nx probles closely asou;h he will vecogalzns
Biasdlf a8 pawe of the protisa.

' ‘Ww‘s Axion
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Hhy focus oa estimacion biascs, weaknesses, and fallactes?  The
sparvch fov methodoloenical weakaewses is as old as sclence. ‘The first
scieatific encyclnpedia, Rogor Bacon”s Opuy Majus, delivered co PFepe
Cleamerst IV fn 1268, dovoted the fiest of its seven major pares te fwuman
Eatlings and their causes. Classic examples of analvses of faults are
Thomss Hobbes® Leviathan and Behemoth, narcactons of the foll’ss aud
shortconings of man umm TGwifecs f‘u!lwet Travels aa:tnzed peiicical
faults; Volraire®s Candida, socinl Elaws; Bentham s Bock of Failaries,
histovical and econcmic errors., This voport mkes “noCpratesge v join
these raaks, but they serve to iflusirate a waratang. If Baesa's | & wos
excessively sinful, Hobbes” man a bratish beast, Swift’s men valwv.iovious
kaaves, and Veltatre s wav & fpanorang naif, the pitfall eof th  ~asony
atudy is that 3tv wipht be read as chavacterizing the ngval - .20 a3 a
claver byt self-befuddled foel. 7Yhis is 3¢ far froo the atm .- this siudy
that its opposite ig far cleoscer to the rruth:r $r % oy opinion
(subjective and blased perhaps) that naval amslysts are -3 gavaful and
suphisticated that any problems remaiuing with thelvr estimstes aye
gxtremely subtle and nonobvious.

It is a very great mistake, a oistake Beathan and others have
pade, te believe that errors of logic oy reagsoning, fallacies of wmethod,
oy failures of forecasting accuracy ave prima facie evidence that the
ustimate iz falze fu all respects aad wtterly useless. ft &s for this
very resson, the need for analysis which can chop astimatiou leglc inko

the weak and streag pavts, that this study was uadertaken. If naval

afalysts wéré fonls, this study would be unascesssary, and 3 scheslbey

eould do far auv 31 analysis what Baeos and his nefrs have dune faor other

vealas. It is because naval and iacelligence analysts tend te do theix
sark so mall ii V& ? I sssesseears of their mstheds are geeded o

deteraine any su subtle and nonobvisus blases that way t.@gm,

Paacerine Intentions
Uhy focus on estinates of peacetisme Sevier naval intentisms? Is
it teally necesgary Lo asgess Soviet pasest & intestioat Sheuld
aat the neval saalyst conceatdate o Bhe sugions of the Seviet
Bavy? Yo eacil sbaet 1983, iy was quits § asy wad¥ esalagt
betuees the B3, oy Hestera ¥Flects aad ¥ 7 would sevsar duriag
guEvey, & (e Sgvist aad Yestegn

3 sa¥. Sisce wéé. hehtE
YO LT ) ape L& ogeu ia evisiz
; = mli ‘;F.

o
.
L2
W
It
R
Pl o)
m
X i)
J
i
3
o
ﬁ
g
L
[/

: cangerh ave? the Parward deplopment s sl
3 B3 u@@cm%z-eeﬁ@a B¢ Q&e ﬁw&et Yavy begas in 1987, Wwa a Ressian "bive
water™ ¢adability had Be¢nnd a ovedible vaalfivy. fu 19867 the Soviels
lavaghed the §ivsd Y-elade muglesy Ballisgie ofscile mebwagises {5330},
i’vi& 16 tubaz for 1300-nautical mijs SS-N<8 Balidmyde missiles. TS Fifst
va-clase hellcoptet dneviet bocaue operatisval, cateying the fi¥
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Soviet naval avaiation units afloat. In May and June, 1967, during the
Arab-Israell War, the Soviets deployed two anticarrier task forces to the
Eastern Mediterranear, matching the two U.S. carrier task groups, marking
the beginning of an expanded Soviet permanent presence in the
Mediterranean. Between 19565 and 1976 Soviet Mediterranean warship

_operating days quadrupled from 4 500 to 18,600, with the largest jump

coming in 1967. 1In October 19€7, during the Arab-Israeli War, Egyptian
forces manning a Soviet-built Komar-class missile patrol boat sunk the
Israeli destroyer Eilat with a surface~to-surface Styx cruis: missile.
These events had an immediate and continuing impact on Western
appreciations of the goals of the Soviet Navy. They also seemed to many
analysts to reflect a sharp change in Soviet intentions and led to various
interpretations (as we shall show in Chapter 3) of why the Soviets had
altered their naval policies, of what they could and would do with their
new forces and forward deployments, of the risks the Soviets might run in
these activities, and how they would employ these capabilities in
peacetime and crises. Furthermore, a variety of methods were developed by

" analysts and employed to investigate these intention questions.

Despite the differences of opinion on long-rum Soviet naval
intentions, there was considerable agreement on the short-run significance
of these events among Western observers. For example, the Y~class/SS-N-6
submarine, roughly comparable to the U.S. Ethan Allan-class/Polaris SSBNs,
allowed the Soviets to begin closing the margin in offensive sea~based
strategic missiles which the United States had enjoyed from 1961 to 1970.

The Moskva-class represented a significant departure from a Soviet
policy dating from the post-Stalin era which deprecated the survivability
and utility of aircraft carriers in nuclear war and stressed the
superiority of the Soviet anticarrier ocefensive task forces. While some
Western analysts quickly pointed out that "the Soviets (never) questioned
the value of diversified carrier capabilities in a variety of situations
short of (nuclear) war" (Wolfe, 1972: 37), others (e.g., Herrick, 1968;
‘Smolansky, 1977) note that the Soviets have still to launch their first
fleet aircraft carrier. Still others have noted the Soviets act as if
their anticarrier warfare task forces are a significant hindrance on
Western use of carriers in crises (Dismukes and MoConmnell, 1979: 22},
implying a continued vulunerability of carriers. Analysts agree that the
new Soviet naval aviation capability poses 2 new dimension to the probiem
of estimating Soviet naval capabilities and intentions, but disagree on
jJust what these developments portend.

The expanded Soviet out-of-area deployments to the East
Mediterranean foreshadowed the commencement in 1968 of regular deployuents
to the Indian Ocean, and ended what McConnel) and Dismukes (1979: 16)
noted was "a full decade (1957-1967) (in which) no recognized instances of
Soviet coercive diplomacy based on forces in the forward area occurred "
The Eilat sinking demonstrated that conventional gun~armed ships could be
outranged and sunk by much smaller missile-armed craft. Wolfe (1972:
23-24) asserts that this event "served perhaps wore than auything eclse to
sensitize Western naval circles to the threat implicit in the Soviet
Navy’s adoption of anti-ship missile armament . . . the Soviet potential
to challenge Western surface supremacy came to be taken far more geriously
than hicherto." Analysts agree that these developments are pevceived in
the West as “coercive diplomacy” and a potential challenge to Westera
surface supremacy, but they disagree on how realistic these porceptions
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are and whether these are the reasons the Soviets have undertaken forward
deployment and adapted missile and rocket technology to naval weaponty.

The combination of these events made scveral conclusions about
Soviet naval intentions falrly widespread. The explansion of the Soviet
strategic offensive capability represented in the Y-class program, it was
reasoned, would "draw" other Soviet units into blue water aveas,
especially ASW forces to protect the Y-class boats from Western
hunter-killer submarine and surface forces. The Mogkvio-class ASW
heliocopter carriers could serve this function, could operate against U.S.
Polaris boats, or could be adapted to other roles, for example, as a
vertical envelopment platform to support amphibious landing operatioms.
Any of these missions could be expected to draw Soviet forces out of home
waters into arecas previously dominated exclusively by Western navies. The
equipping of Soviet surface and submarine units with long-range
surface-to-surface missiles gave the Soviet blue water task forces a
credible capability previously lacking against Western forces that were
out of range of Soviet air power.

The Soviet Navy, without increasing its forces (indeed in some
respects, e.g., cruisers and destroyers, with fewer forces) had been
transformed, in the eyes of the West, by its construction program and its
expanded deployments, from a coastal auxiliary, into a potemt competitor
of the West on the high seas.

Furthermore, the Western pevception of an upiwing of Soviet
‘ecurceive diplomacy” (McConnell and Diswukes, 1979: 14; Dismukes and
McConnell, 1979) using these transformed cavabilities was compared to
pronouncements (made in 1967) by Admiral Sergey Gorshkov,
Commander-in—chief of the Soviet Navy, that in the mid-1930s Moscow had
embarked on a new naval policy "aimed at building up capabilities not auly
for nuclear (world) wars, but also for conventional (local) wars and the

~ “protection of state interests”® abroad in peacetime”™ (McGonnell and

Dismukes, 1979: 15). The fruits of this new poliey, the naval units which
appeared in the late 1960s, were seomingly put to use projecting Soviet
power and “protecting Soviet state intevests,” beginning in 1967 and
continuing up to the present.

In addition to this supposition that tt: Soviets have
intentionally desigued their ferces for traditional diplematic power
projection and the capability te influeace ov aungage in limited
convent {onal wavs (as well as to undertake other missions, e.g., sttategie
offence or defonse), Westevn analysts bave reachud othev conglusions that
make the Soviets”® intontions for these forees of great intevest. These
capabiiities make Soviet involvoment in Thied World erigses nmove likely awd
more froquent than would supucpower crizes betuwca the USSR ond the United
States alone. Siatlavly, cthe Yalted Staces, as a eonsequence of Seviet
inducemont , is more likely to become ifovelved in smallew erises thaan i
bigger ones which force it to divectly confront the Soviets. This strong
and fncreasing possidility that local eedses .aap deav together both
supocpovers (as happeacd i the Niddle Bast {n 1956, 1967, sad 1373, and
in the fadian Ocean in 1971) wmakes any Soviet {otentiown vegavdiag local
favolvomants, power projection, coeraive diplosacy, or eotveatfional
capabilities of iaterest to the United States, both Ia the political sense
that Soviet iafluence may therveby be ompanding, and in the conventional
and stratepis ailitary scuze beganse U S. wilitavy forcss (eapeclally
naval ‘ones) may become énmeshed io conflict with Soviet uvaits. In
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addition, the Soviet Navy“s expanded forward presence increases its daily
interaction with Western fleets since both sides detall units to cbserve
each other’s exercises and operations. In the past, harrassments were not
uancommon. Although the 1972 U.S.~Soviet naval agreeuent to prevent naval
incidents reduced the dangers of accidents and conflict by mishap, the
frequent intermingling of forces in the various areas where large
deployments overlap (the Mediterranean, Noswegian Sea, the Baltic and
North Seas) made interactions with the Soviet Navy common and unavoidable
a8 Soviet out-of-area deployments increased. Thus, with respect to Soviet
world influence, to strategic deterrence, to Third World crisee, and *o
daily peacetime noncrises contacts, the Soviat peacetime intentions for
its naval forces are of great military and political significanca to tle
West.

WHAT THIS STUDY COVERS

This study examines in detail the methods of naval analysts as
these relate to different steps of intention estimation. Although the
main purpose of this study is to assess methods, some analysis of the
characteriastics of intention estimates is necessary. In Chapter 2 the
varfous means of prediction are described along with their requirements,
the issues of specificity and precision are discussed, and the possibility
of sssessing the complexity and logic of estimates is suggested.

: In Ghapter 3 nine cases are reviewed which reveal differences in
- analyste” conclusions on important fssues regarding the peacetinme
intentions of the Soviet Navy. These cases provide a mini-review of the
- wethods and conclusions of many of the naval analysts in our sawple,
provide a ehort survey of some critical issues, and intcoduce thy nonnaval
snalyrt tc some important controversies. The wvain purpose of this
chapter, however, is to demonstrate the range of possible error in current

naval es¢inates. '

Chapter & contains the maan analysis of this atudy, a dissection
~of estimation into component paris and an sssessment of these parts from
the perspective of coganitive psychology, loglc, and informatien
processing. This assessuoent is fundependent of the content of the
estinstes and aivs at a deener understanding of the estimation process.

Chaptar 5 provides & variety of recomnendations for strengthening
the estination process and offsetting sany of the inforpmation processing
problens noted in Chapter 3. Many of the gerhods cecouwsended have alveady
been tiied of tested in other aveas of latelligence satiwstion.

Sources

' The snalysis fn this study iz based oo a rample of naval estimstes

widely available to the public. These sources ave liated f{a Yable V.
¢Table 1 aleo notes the abbruvistions used in this study for the eore
frequently used volumes ia lieuw of the regulag vefevencing fovmat.)

Selectlon markod. These estimates were seolected in the following
ménaet. A literature surve¥ was oade of veovent papers diractly oy
pevipherally velsted to the peacutise inteéntions of the Soviet MNavy. This
led to & list of twenty-plus volumes and papete. Haay of these overlapped
and eliminating duplications led to a list of thirteen titles, very




Table 1. Sources of Naval Estimatey Assessed and Consulted. (Abbreviations
used in this study in parentheses.)

‘Ai__l; iy

K7

Estimates Assessed:

BLECHMAN, B. (1973) The Changing Soviet Navy. Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings lustitution.

BOOTH, K. (1974) The Military Instrument in Soviet Foreipn Policy 1917-1972,
London: RUSI.

DISMUKES, B. and J. McCONNELL (eds.) (1979) Soviet Naval Diplomacy. New
York: Pergamon,

HERRICK, R. W. (1968) Soviet Naval Strategy. Annapolis, MD: Naval
Institute Press.

HUDSON, G. E. (1976) "Soviet naval doctrine and Soviet politics: 1953-1975"
World Politics, 29, 1, 90-113.

MeCONNRLL, J. M., and B. DISMUKES {1979) "Soviet diplomacy of force in the
third world" Problems of Communism (Jan.~Feb. 1979) 14~27.

MccGWIRE, M. (ed.) (1973) Soviet Naval Devulnpmeuts Capability and Context
(SND). New York: Praeger.

wmeer=(1973a) “Naval power and Soviet global strategy® International
Se-urity, 3, 4, 134-189.

mmee=(1979b) "Cammuncary' Soviet iutentions” international Security, 3,
%, 139-143. S '

M2eGWIRE, M., K. BOOTH and J. McRONNELL (cds.) (1975) Soviet Naval Poliecy
Objective and Coustraints (SNP). New York: Praegor,

MecGWIRE, M. and .J. McDONNELL {eds ) (1977) Sowviet Naval Influencc: Domestic
and Foieign Diwencions (SHI). New York: Praeger
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'é ! MUREHY, P. J. (od.) (1978) Naval Pover in Soviet Policy (NPSP}.

f: o washingtan. ‘PGt ULS, Goveranment Printing Otfice.

_i.: NITZE, P. H., L, SULLIVAN, et al. (eds.) (Atlantic Couneil Working Group)

f 4 (1979) Securing the Seas: 7Tha Soviet Naval Challenge and Western

% - &L Alliance Ontions (515). Houlder, CO: Westview.

T RUBINSTEIN, A. 2. (ed.) (1975) Soviet and Chinese Influence in the Third
% Waegld. ¥ow fork: Preoeger.
i wewe { 900) “The gvolution ~f Soviet strategy in the Niddie Bast” Qrbis,

25 (2), 323-337.

.

Sauyees Ceusvlted

* BATHUR ST, R. 8. (1979) Undeystindine the Scilet Navy A handbosok. Hewport,
¥ 8.1.0 Naval tar Ollcge Press. :
- PATRHALL, B {1971) Ruasia looks to the fea A Study ln the Expansion of
” Sevics Wavieins T wg®. Loadon: Andre Teutachs
i HUSAANE, § ¥, (1979) Goviet pereeptisns of U.%. positiong-of-strength
o ﬁ&ﬁiﬂﬁu@&“ Hacld Palietes, 31 €4), 495-517,

JONES, €. B. {187%) ~Just wars and Mlafted wavs: rasteaints on the use of
?’ the Soviet armed ¥arees™ Morld Polfties, 28 (1), 24-88, »
. ~=—==(1977) “Soviet hagewany I Lastern turepar  the dyasaice of polttieal

autgnun? Avé a’!xtafy intet%entiah' hn?lﬁ :@Iitic& 9 {’). 2&6«2&&.

nuyiear wae™ Cg&wentaﬁz. & {&). &»3&
POLMAR,, N. (1972) Sowvibr Navan)l Paser: Challeoge for the 1970, New York
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similar to that shown in Table 1. This tentative list of titles was shown
to two leading figures in naval analysis, Michael MccGwire of Dalhousie
University and James McConnell of the Center for Naval Analysis (CNA), as
vell as to technical officers in the Office of Naval Research. The list
was also discussed informally t lth naval analysts at CNA, CIA, and in DoD.
In all cases we asked i{f there were titles or papers not on the list that
should be, or titles on the list that could be dropped. The resulting
recommendations led us to add several papers and to consult, but not
analyze several more.

Types. It is not likely that this list of estimates is highly
representative of any one school or type of naval analysis. Both

‘quantitative and qualitative papers from a variety of disciplines other
than naval analysis are included. Analysts from government and academia

are aleo included. Not all the papers in these collections received equal
attention; the major emphasis was put on those most clearly related to
peacetime naval intentions.

WHAT THIS STUDY DOES ROT COVER

Several important issues regarding the methods of naval analysts
are not treated in this study. These are all important dimensions of
paval analysis methodology and deserve detailed assessment, but such
assessments require resources that exceed those of this study.

Accuraez

Ve do not attempt to comment extensively on the accuracy of the
content of the sampled estimates of Soviet intentions. While it is
possible to demgnstrate occasional instances wvhere an analyst has been
proved right or urong by events, in general, naval estimates are too vague
or fmprecise to allow us to assemble a useful track record of acsuracy
In many cases accuracy could only be appraised by resorting to classified
satecial. A partial recoyd of “"hits” and “misses” would be highly
wnisleading. Some analysts, for exaumple, may handle only the hardest
topics {in the seunse of predictions), and have a large number of obvious
anisses and an unmeasutable nusber of hits. It would be inappropriate to
cospate these analysts with those predicting other issues. ‘

Sociel Effects

Each estivate is assused {n this study to be the product of its
authoes, This assuaption neglects the social facts that shape the
planaing, conduct, and desfoing of intelligence products. Analysts ave
wot imaune feon social pressuves or iafluences duving these stapes, and
theae docial effects can perhaps be detected in the fiatghed estivative
produces. To assess this social fofluence adeguacely, hovever, would
veauite either a pavticipant-observer orx divect obmervation of the
analysts at vork. These are both feasible methods but were lapracticable
ia the preseat study. :
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Organizational Lffects

This study makes no effort to determine whether naval estimates
tend to reflect the organiza.ional interests of the institutions that
gporsor them. Lacking any clear metric for prediction accuracy we cannot
meaningfully determine if analysts for one organization typically over=- or
underestimate the Soviet Navy Nor can we meaningfully assess what an
organizational bias might be through simply examining the estimates of
analysts from that organization. Even if they all "sang the same song,"”
it could simply be that they were all accurately perceiving the same data.
It is also possible that analysts in an organization came to the same
conclusions because of information processing biases. That is, the
organization may predispose the analysts to use certain methods (not to
reach certain counclusions), these methods may tend to bias information
processing in certain directions, and analysts come to share coaclusions
because they share methods., While these are intriguing possibilities,
_they could wnot be .\ddressed here.

Motivational Effects

The common undevstandiug of the term "bias"” gives it a motivation
meaning: “I am biased toward a particular viewpoint becanse that is how I
want things to come out.” An alternative to this "wishful thinking”
definition is one which sees bias as serving instrumental eads: "I an
blased toward a particular viewpoint because it will suit my eads to have
that view accepted.”

Note that these meanings do not imply any conscicus deceptive
intent on the part of the analyst. Deception might be a hoax, or a lie,
but it cannct be a bias. These motivational biases are uncouscious
self~deceptions.

This study does not deal with motivational biases for two reasons;
philoaophical and psychological. A motivational bias implies that the
analyst teads to think (is biased) toward a conclusion that somohow he or
she could know is uwet accurate. It implies that the analyst could control
the effects of motivations on perceptions and thinking 1f he iried hard
enough or strugglad to romain objective. In effect, motive one (wishful
fulfillment) struggles with nmotive two (objectivity) and {f it wins, the
analyst is biased becawse motive one thea struggles with perception ond
again wins. This logic introduces several layers of regress from what can
be wmeaningfully observed ond saasuved.

Psychologically ve can demonstrate several means by shich bias in
analysis can oceur siwply through information precessing mechanisus
{Chapter 4) without recourse to motivational sechanisms. These biases are
strong and porvasive, aad can be assessod dircetly. Uhile we camnet deny
that wmotivatisonal blases ecxist, it scemed worte profitable to assess the
mote accessible cognitive biases. Since these are less {ntuicrively
obvious than motivational biases, they are probably wore ilusidious and
difficult to puard against. In face, wost people arve vawilling to accept
that, without explicis help, they cammot logically think through complex
problens.

Polirical Rifocts

This study doca not address the charpe that fatelliponce estisates
are often wrong bocause they ave political creations with ifttle xelation
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to reality. While some estimates have sufficient policy import to become
political footballs (e.g., the Team A~Team B episode regarding Soviet
strategic intentions in the mid- to late~1970s), most estimates probably
never reach important politicians and are protected from political
pressures by sheer neglect. Political pressures may be brought to bear on
any forecasting or estimative effort that has potential policy relevance,
but in a pluralistic society with a highly decentralized bureaucracy, ss
in the United States, a variety of differing political viewpoints are
likely to be represented in any pressures that are brought to bear.

This does not mean that political competition can substitute for
estimation objectivity. The interaction of these two tendencies is an
important component of the analysis of intelligence production but beyond
the scope and competence of this study.

HOW TO USE THIS STUDY

The follawing remarks suggest how various readers amight peruse
this study other than reading it cover to cover.

Naval Analysgs

Chapter 4 describes a variety of nonobvious problems with
estimation logic and narrative logic. The examples demonstrate how these
information processing problems can occur in naval analysis. Naval

. analysts may find reasons to ceflect on their own wethods in this chapter,

and many new ways to question and challenge the conclusions of rival
analysts. This chapter provides an objective means of assassing the
uwethodological validity and logic, and the cognitive process, of intention
cetimation, independent of data or conclusions.

Chapter 5 revievs a variety of mothods and techniques which have
been tried in other intelligence fields and which might iwprove naval
snalysis aud f{atention estimation. while not a handbook or cookbock of
methods, it suggests ideas for nev methods in naval estimation.

Chapter 3 briefly revieus some aajor controversies among naval
avalysts regparding the future peacetise iatentious of the Soviet Navy.

Soviet Analvats

Chapter ) briefly suaparizes diffeving opivions on the future
directione of the Soviet Navy, These open gquestions suggest some
fsportant gaps in our understanding of the past, present, and futuve of
this {ncreasingly faportant Soviet iustitutica and the need for wonnaval
pecapectiven.

Chapter & suggests hov some of these diffsrences of spinton avise
from the way asnalysts process fafovamation on the Sowiet Navy. These
blaser may affect any analysis. They also suggest some possible
divections to go for remedies. These directions ave outlined in Chapter

3.

Congunsra of Naval Eslimatas

The problematic charactevistics of cutrent naval estiustes

{Chapter 2) make them less useful than sore preciee, specific, aand

s
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predictive estimates would be. But precision and predictivencss nust be
teaded off for uncevtalaty. At present, uncertalinty is not handled
expiicicly or quantitatively by naval analysts. fThey are well aware of
uncertainty but scem not to know what to do with {t except acknowledge it
and skirve fe. This lcads to many blases in the processing of uncertain
information {(Chapter 4). Naval analysts, like most people, scem largely
unaware of these biases. Problems with the centent of estimates may
actually be due to the methods used to process information rather than to
problems with the analysts” data, perspective, or conclusions.

While a range of aualytic opinfon probably exists on any subject
of policy importance, this range itself can be an important gauge of
analytic error and uncevi:fiaty (Chapter 3), and a sign that (1) the
differences ace due to wethods as well as oplafons, (2) other methods nay
be useful (Chapter 5).

Cognitive Psychologists

Bxamples of cognitive and information processing biases are
usually the product of laboratory demonstrations. Many “real world”
exanples from naval analysis are presented and assessed in Chapter 4.
Chapter 3 suggests many methads for improving estimation and judgment,
wast of which have had field tests in intelligence analysis, but which
desetve greater investigation in controlled laboratory settings.

Students and Managers of Iutelligence

Serious scholars of iutelligence may find the gnalysis of the
characteristics of estimates in Chapter 2 of iaterest; ip particular the
discussion of prediction, specificity, and precision.

The biases desceibed in Chapter 4 ave not unique to naval analysis
or intention estimation and may weaken intelligence analysis of all fores.
Stmilacly, the suggested wothods for laprovement (Chaptec 3} have had some
favavable veception in intelligence production aad deserve further
investigation and application. ‘

it




CHAPTER 2. CHARACTERISTICS OF ESTIMATES
METHODS OF PREDICTION

The prediction of the future behavior of another actor, such as
the Soviet Navy can rely on three modes or methods of analysis, which
Scheibe (1979) has labeled sagacity, control, and acumen.

Slsacit!

Sagacity depends on the understanding of an analyst or estimator of
relationships between subtle cues and behaviors. A simpie example would
be the analyst who uses the number of subuarines now in various stages of
coupletion in Soviet yards as an indicator of future Soviet submarine
strength. A more subtle exawple is the relationship analysts perceive
between a few mirker words and Soviet military doctrine (McConnell, SNI:
605-614; Dismukes and McConnell, 1979: 314; Gallagher, SEP, ch. 3;
MceGwire, SNI, c¢h. 2; it is sometimes argued that these perceived
relattonships are, in fact, fllusory). By observing which features are
correlated with a behavior, or precede a behavior regularly, the analyst
becomes able to forecast the behavior by watching the indicator cues, much
like a doctor can forecast the future course of an illness by making an
appropriate diagnosis and using it for prognosis. The key to this
prediction process is association, either immediate, or distant.
Iusediate association occurs when the indicator cues are perceived as
closely related to the behavior to be predicted, for exauple, when the
indicators occur just hefore the behavior. An important class of these
sssociations are those the analyst vieus as causal -= the occurrence of
fndicator cues are perceived as necessary and sufficient for the
sccurrence Of the behavior, For example, the analyst sight perceive a
strategic threat to the Soviet homeland as the cauie of a Soviet Navy
£leet sttack on Western forces, btelieving that such an attack would occur
only when such & threat vas perceived by the Soviets.

Distant associations amight depend on dats that are diagnostic
gather than femediate ov causal. The fact that & particular Sovier tagk
group facludes ships vith surface~to=surface wissiles way suggest a
tendency for that task group to behave in pavticular vaye that it would
ast If it vere, say, composed of surface=to=air or antisubmstine wvavtare
ships. In another example, Peteesen {in Dismikes aund HcCounell, 1979: 46,
948) has noted that the age of Soviet aurface ships is favevsely relagted to
their ouvt-of-ates deployment aad tha freguency of thatr pott calls in the
Third World == the Soviets tind to call with theler novest ships. Age is
this somevtiat diaguostic of alssion, and hance, futuve bahaviov.

Obvicuely, vhether on capivical relation botween ifadicator aad
Behsvior 19 Lfasmediate or digtant depinds oa factovs othey than causalivy
and diagrosticity, aad is fn par: subjective. Furthevaore, sh asxocistion
way be very stvong but Aot very peadictive. Fot example, the probabiliey
thet & Soviet ehip waking 3 porkt 2all will de wodevn is guite high, il
the prolability that any given aodevn Sovist warship will asks a poer call
ie pfobudly quite wodast. FPore call predicts age better tham age predicts
pore call,

~ 1a eddition to an observed cwpieical assoctation between indicatod
aind belavior, the snalyst may tely upoo & theoretical telatiocaihip ot
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association between indicator and behavior. This theoretical association
may reasult from some funsight of the amalyst into the dynamics of the

“behavior, as when the analyst notes that the increased strategic radius of

U.S. Navy units created by tha A-3 strike aircraft and the Polaris system
would "draw out" the Soviet Navy into a forward deployment. Predicting
such a relation between indicator (increased range of strategic threat)
and behavior (forward defeuse) could not be deduced from empirical
observation, except in hindsight. It could be inducted, in foresight,
from a theoretical analysis of the causes of the dynamics in Soviet naval
defensive stratagy. '

Control
Al

The second predictive method Scheibe noted depends upon contrel of
behavior. By controlling situations, or rewards and punishments, it is
often possible to acecurately predict behavior. Amalysts of the Soviet
Navy rarely exercise any meaningful control over the subject of their
study. Such control is not impossible however. The "intelligence
experirent”™ can provide predictive information by controlliang the
information available to an adversary. An historical example of an
intelligence experiment occuvred in World War 1] wken U.S. naval
{ntailigence hai nessages sent in the clear about Midway Island being
short of water. .lapanese iatercept stations monitoved this traffic and
0.5, internept stations in turn monitovel Japanese traffic that revealed
that the target of the forthcoming Japanese attack was shert of water.
Through this experimentsl control the U.S. analysts confirmed the ldeatity
of the Japanesa target.

Uhiles the analyst may not control the gsituatlon or the veward
structure, e or she may be able to praedict the behavior of an agrrt ha
doas have such gonkrol. It may be possible to predict the » -~ svi.
Admiral Gorshkow, and since he exercises contrel over certalw i
the Soviet davy, predict what those aspects will be fa tus ° “wris,
Similarly, by assessing the state of the art of Soviet hydroscoustics the

. 2

snalyst may be able to predicy future Soviet acoustic ASH capabilities and |

tagtics. AL timas the apant of control i3 the analyst”s own gountyy. The
analyst who was awars rhat the Polaris systew would impose new defense
requirenments on Soviet naval fatees could. pradiet the Soviets would veasst
to this re&et:eaéag‘ thite it is wot always easjsv to predict the Future
agtions of one’s own countsy than those of an alvavsary, the patteras of
astion=raactlion that ofceq charactevize silitary moves provids the asalyst
a useful cootrel predictioa teol, at second haud as it wave.

Acumen
L

rhe thied eetiwnd af we§é§c:;ug nﬂ;ch athéibé (léis) dascribes i3
Zouagn, of psychological penstratisa:

« s . #R apptecistion of the other’s poiud of view In a
specifie place and tdme . . @ pavtisulavized act of
fdeont dficanion with the sthet « . . penatvation to the

speciftes thoughts :né iateations af A sp@eific povsoa (ps
40} . :
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Recently an historian recommendad such acumen as a major element of
effective intelligence analysis. Richard Pipes (in Godson, 1980) argues
(p. 177) that historical scholarship wzs one of the “keys to political
intelligence analysis” and that the othar was

o« + o & decp knowledge of the country, of its general
culture and its political culture in partisular, from what
the Germans call Fingerspritzenggfuhl the feeling “on the
tips of your fiangers‘ for a given culture where you know
that some things are more probable and others less so.

In mauy respects acumen is the result of pure reasoning,
developing an appreciation of the other”s options ana accurately assessing

‘the probablility that a particular option will be chosen. Janmes March

(1678) characterized rational choice in these terms: “a guess about

"uncertain future congsequences and a guess about uncertain future

preferences” (p. 587). Decision analysis (which is just appliied rational
choice) offers one means by which an analyst might clarify his. or her
thinking about how the adversary is making these guesses. “A player with
greater acumen,” Scheibe wrote (p. 52), "will be able to penetrates a game
tree more deeply by accurately elininating from consideration the range of
moves which the opponent s not likely to exevcise." Decision analysis
could help the apalyst outline the gume tree and enumerate uncertain
future consgquences and uncertain fucure preferences of an adversary.

Prediction Requirements

Given these three methods of prediction, what are their
requirements; what must the analyst be able to do to effectively employ
then? _

: Sagacity. At a winimum sagacity requires the analyst to (1)
categorize the behavior and the {ndicaior: and measurs chem, (2) detect
corvelations between the two sets of categories, (3) distinguish causal
from noncavsal rzlivicaships, (4) detect diagnostic information in the
categories, (5) fovmuiate thecretic relationships betwsen categorvies. (6)
inductively aud deductively reaitn froum the indiocatoer categories to &
peediction of the behavioral categeszies, (7) adjust veasoning in the wake
of confirming or disconfirming experiences {e~e¢ R[inhova, 1974, for
comparable avalvseis of the psychometric criteria for experiise).

Contrel. Yo ewploy contrel for prediction the analyst sust (1)
charaareriza the celatiouships of the conteal sitvation {i.e., know vhat
in coantrolling what), {2) be able to iofluwmnce the countrolling agent
{divectiy o through guile, as in the lautelligence experiment), or (3) be
able to use sagacity of acumen to prediat the comtrolling agont.

Acymen. The requirements for insight ave by uo weans clear (see,
&g, a:‘astzetm 1577y lsagieation and em:hy ave undoubtedly useful in
eresting a veptesentation of the other’s decision process. Historieal
scholavehip, cultucal sxperience, snd decislon analysis ave probdably
useful in validating vhas weprodentation although varninge abound foX uwach

-enterprise (e.g., see Flacher, 1970, or Flschhotf, lé&ﬁa, on histary).
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But the problem of acumen {8 an extremely difffcult one to solve even when
the decision-maker is oneself (e g., loward, 1280; Fischhoff, 1977, 1980;
March, 1978). For example, what is “optimal® is highly subjective
(Einhorn and Hogarth, 1981), {nfluenced by the context (or framing) of the
problem (Tversky and Kahueman, 1981), and unstable (March, 1978). Each of
these difficulties 1s even greater when the subject of acumen analysis is
not oneself or an accessible client, but a remote and possibly wary
adversary, also capable of acumens

Scientists have Just begun to understand how people develop
insights iato such problems as physics and chess (e.g., Larkin, et al.,
1980). For example, people wio have “physical intuition.” or fnsight into
the means of solving physics problems {“experts”) tend to have a greater
body of knomledgc about physics than do these with fcecw insights
("novices"). 1In addition, experts have that kunowledge efficiently iandexed
by patterns that, when rccognized, guide the export to the relovant parts
of his or her storcl knowledge. Larkin, et al. (1980: 1336) characterize
“physical intuition™ as knowledge aerganized inte complex schemes that
guide a problem”s lntevpretation and selution. Similar conclusions have
been reached shout mathematical and ecungiuneceving problems (e.g.,
Wickelgren, 1974).

It should be neted, however, that physical and matheamatical
preblens have optimal solutfons. It is easy te determine whcther the
problem~selver chose the corract answer or took the right steps towards
the selution. There i{s ne uncevtainty associated with these judgments
gither. Many decisions that ave of interest to the naval analyst are uot
g0 easily scoved, Oune reasen for this is that the Soviexs, like others,
must nake "trade=off” decisions ~~ heunefits wmust be welghad apgsinst costs
and one “good” weighted againsl anothar. Rather than the best desiafon,
the problem-selver or decision-maker secks the best within consztraiuts,
and such decisions dre made in an uncertain envivonnen: where future
values and eutcome gaa, at bast, be knoun only probabilistieally.

The story is ofr %egaateé that Soviet Navy commander Cershkov has
in his office 2 large siga %o the effect that “better is euncwmy of gaod
eneugh” (Kehoo, JHL, p. 386}. Evidance Fron Soviet shipbutlding is
entively vonsietent with the notien thar the Soviets ara vary pood ship
eagiceers and eake vatienal tradeofis betwoen ship agealivies assd coszs
(o g, Heder, BNI, eh, 20). It ig lews sisa® uhy they purceive varisus
agpacts of ahxgs as gualivies or give thes the waight they do ée.g.,
Rehoe, SHE, ¢h. 19§ Thovpe, WPSE, b, 8).

TDaspita :he&g ﬁi§58P§ﬁ§§$; decisgian fnsighes, like physieal ox

Cmathenatical fetuirion, probabiv vely on cenplax schemas of ksowladpa

which the “expert™ uvsas to vesogaize types of problass. - The saval
intelitgonce snalyst attespiing to use azusen te predict BSovise behaviow
raeds to sonstyesat, 1f only teplicinly {%at prefesably, c??iisi‘i?};

‘aﬁ*éi o¥ Sevigt aé@isianhtakiﬁg gohionas.
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Intentions invalve fouvr dfffevent sismonrs: # agtisa, the

Eareel at which the actisa 5 divested, the sibusties in wﬁi¢&'§§§ A6t fon
13 to take place, and the wtisp at which the sstiom is Lo be gotrformed.
Bach of those clesents varies along ¢ Hoousion of specificley. At che

@8t specifte ievei ig the plag, & detailed seb of fustructions desctidieg




all phases cf actiou, target, situation, snd time. Even a very specific
plan may fail to foresee every contingency in the situation, or provide
all the details needed to effectively accomplish the action. At the most
global ‘least specific) level intentions may lack detail on each of the
four elements and may reflect only the general orientation of one aztor
toward another. 7The following diagram follows the outline of Fishbein and
Ajzen (1975: 296) and uses entvries from McCoanell (in Dismukes aand
HeCounell, 1979) to demonstrate the spectficity of inrention.

Ls Figure 2,1 suggests, estimates of Soviet naval peacetime
fntentions may %e highly speeific. On the othar hand, many estimates
provide no more “han a global intentfon and a cluster of acticus, and fail
to nredict sy ‘ic¢ actioas, situations, and times these gencral actions
will occur.

Specificity aud Preci lon

The specificity of an intention estimate is closaly tied to the
possihle precision of that estimate, Yt is impossible for a vague, global

fotentfon estimate to he precise. The sfulmum level of specificity for

intention estimates ie specifjc asction. This at least permits precise
veasures of behaviors. This lavel lacks precision on when, wheve, or in
vhat circumstances the specific sction wil} accut. An estimate limited to
intontions for speciffc actions may have great vwtility ucnetheless,
especially for such tasks as eagiu seping covurertactics.

Fovecasts and Predictions

- Batigpatos of I«tentions may be efther highly precise {i.e.
predictions) or less precise (1 e, forecasts). the distinction betuees
€ovecast and prediutlony fs by no means a gextled fzsue (e.3., see
Fraeman and Job, 1979: 118 €1}, dut we w»iil take predictian to meas ga
ssticate of @il four specificy of ifatuittop: the sction, the rarget of
the actium, the sizvatisn fo which the asction is to take plate, and the
gime at whish the actlien will be perfoesmed. 1f any of these four

#pecitics is opttred, we ramn the estimate & forecast o long as at least
- one spasific elomeat temaing

Sevevral veaders will take exception to these defianirions,
sspeciaily that of forscese. Othevs {e.g., Frecman and Job, 1979: 117}
define pradiction aunh 48 wa 4o, but defiee 2 forscast as a prediction
uwitheut specifisscion of situation. This seeus ¥ao precise to us. Sowe
aftinates g0 &y further than sayieg, “Fheve is 3 s23l} 1ikelibood ehat the
Arshe will sdumt a deanatic iairdiqtive wgatlast Israel in whe acxt few
"""" wonths © f.#., ouly the tive aad rgavget facta& ave specifisd {ﬁhis sad
eﬁh& exanpies ar2 foon State Oeparta:eas intelligence teports, see 0 Leasy
snd Copiin, 1975: 173). This vaguesess 13 aot unusual in seeual
estisstos, aad shauld be labeled as somerMing orhev than prodictioas,
u&ic%s iaaii#e taiiéat‘m ot f;isif%ééﬁim. ‘hﬁy !‘aégi!amce fgtesasts

iﬁSﬁm, ng‘ s

- Progressive Jatariovailion of the sltuanion avet tiae could
lead to major bostlizties. (Specifies sizvatian,)
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Nasser may decide that some sort of military actionm,
regardless of the consequences, is the least risky course
left to him. (Specifies action.)

Egyptian suspicion/hostility toward Israel is unlikely to
diminish under Nasser or his successors. (Specifies

target.)

Despite being specific on one factor, the lack of specificity on any other
factors prevents any useful disproof of thesn estimates (e.g., can anyone
actually determine if “Egyptian suspicion/hostility toward Israel” has or
has not "dim. ‘lshed"?).

Time Horizon

The expressions short-range, short run, or short-term and
long-range, long run, or long-term are often used by estimators. Rarely
do estimators specify what chronological periods are meant by these
expressions. This vagueness is not uncommon:

Rarely, if ever, do [forecasters] specify where the boundary
between short-range and long-range lies or what exactly is
meant by short and iong. While there is a traditional
requirement in science to replace qualities by quantities

this tradition, apparently, Is not applied to the realm of
prediction and forecasting (Taschdjian, 1977: 41).

Both historical .xplanations and future predictions have time
horigons. This horizom is the boundary which separates what can be
explained (iu the past) or foreseem (in the future) from what cannot. An
historical explanation can be extended into the past only so far before
4ts iwmportant variables become anachronisms (e.g., nuclear deterrence
cannot be applied to explain events prior to 1945).

Historians sometimes do attempt to explain history in terms of
First Causes, just as some analysts of the Soviet Union resort to an image
of primal Russidn man as an explanatory device, Such explanations are
hardly worthwhile since they usually fail to link events with proximate
causes and they offer feeble links between events and distant causes. The
greater the distance in the past the lower the relevance of the
connections, because the number of contributory causes increases
tremendously as the explanation reaches farther into the past.,

When estimators use the recent past and the present for
predictions and forecasts they assume past trends will stay valid thraugh
the time horizon of the forecast., As that horizon extends theve is less
probability that the ceteris will remain paribus, i e., the present and
past trends, extended ilnto the future, are more likely to changae. The
immediate past and the immediate future are approximately related in a
straight, linear fashion. The multitude of starting points in the distant
past converge on the present. The possible courses of futuve evenis
diverge from the present. As events bacome more distant from the present,

. elther in the past or the future, they are less likely to be related in a

straight, linear manner to present events.
_ For example, Aacher (1978) has found, for a variety of lorecasts
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(energy, population, economics, transportation), that thie mwore distant the
period forecast, the greater the error, although the relationship between
digtance and cerror is by uo mcaus linear.

In contrast to the forecasters Ascher studied, naval analysts
rarely specify the date for which they are making a prediction. 1Instead,
naval analysts, when they consider a time horizon at all, usually do so
within a situatiou-~contingent context. That is, they tend to estimate how

rapnidly or slowly the Soviet Navy might act within the context of a.

specific situation, e.g., crisis. This form of contingent time prediction
impli«s that time predictions are only accurate {f situatiomns can. be
correctly identified, and thelr onset accurately marked.

It is interesting that naval analysis of Soviet capabilities has
highly specific time horizons, but that analysis of Soviet naval
intentions does not. That is, analysts of capabiliti{es realize that, for
example, ships must be planned, designed, constructed, and delivered on

.schedules, and that the “physics” of these schedules allows the analysts

to project when systems will pass various stages. However, even those
naval analysts who believe Soviet naval behavior is planned seem not to
find evidence of the time factor in those plans. In fact, such analysts
tend to explicitly avoid the concept of a Soviet timetable. This implies
that the Soviets have ounly flexible, contingent plansi, although the
Soviets may have a general framework for coercive naval diplomacy, for
example. While an estimate of capabilities wihich lacked an explicit time
liorizon would be automatically judged incomplete, estimates of Soviet Navy
plans for future peacetime behavior that ircluded an axplicit
consideracion of time would probably be judged highly as improbable by
other analysts. On the face of it, however, there is no less reason why
the Soviets should not change their planned capabilities than they should
their planned bshaviors.

Situvation Prediction

DRSS S

The situation, ov context, in which action takes place tands to be
the framowork of mauy naval estimates. The two most common and general
situations considered arve wartime aund peacetime missions. Wartime
missiens are generally subdivided into nuelear, general couwventional, and
limiced war. Peacetim: naval tasks include such subdivisions as strategic
detecvence, diplomakic praseance, power projection, crisis iufluence,
alient support, demonstrations, exercises. Specification of situvatiouns
dictate the conditions and clvenastances under whieh the Soviet Navy would
take or avold a partieular action.

Two weans of specifying peacetime situvatious seom to be used by
naval analysts in our sample: ecenavios and "rules of the pome.”™ The
authors of Secuping the Seas, for enauple, outline sevaral scenavios which
olght lead te a U.5.~UNSE navel confrontatiot. Scenarios vsually specifiy
a particulap peographic vegion {e.g., the Hiddle Bast), specific actots
Ce.g+, Persion Culf naval states, the U.$. aand 3oviec Navies), aad
partleulay acctiong {e.p., atteupts by Persian Gulf states supported by the
Soviets to blook the flow of Western oil). Ia contrast, Hclananell {in
Dismukes and MeConnell, 1979, eh, 7) atteapts to specify the various
diplomatic sccurity oissions the Sovier Navy aight eadevtake tn a variety
of tegions, for differont Thipd Horld acters, and which atght leavelve
gseveral different actious. Clearly, HeConunell®s “rules” ave far wore
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flexible and able to cover more situations, but are much less precise, s
than particular scenarios. On the other hand, a particular scenario 1is
not likely to occur, i.e., it ieg likely to be wrong in one or more
particulars. McConnell’s “"rules,” by attempting to specify future
relationships, rather than specific future events, are less empirically
testable, but porhaps more theoretically heuristic as a result. That is,
his ruvles do not specify which particular actions, actors, or targets will
be present in any given situation (although the rules restrict the range
somewhat for each situation). Instead, the rules genarate a limited
number of situation types which are loose enough to include most or all
anticipated Soviet naval diplomatic activity. The “rules" do not predict
intentions so much as suggest the likely bounds on various situations
(e.g., the Soviet Navy would not risk confrontation with the West in a
particular situation, but may risk lncreasing temsion, etc.).

Yarget and Action Specification

Naval analysts are often quite precise in specifying the .targets
and actions of the Sovie: Navy {a certain elaborated scenarios. For
example, the frequent contacts between Soviet Navy anti-carrier warfare
(ACW) ships and U.S. ajrcraft carrier task groups during Middle Eastern
crises (e.g., 1967, 1970, i973) have led to fairly precise estimates of
how the Soviets will orgenize and deploy their ACR forces against the
carrier targeta. In general, to the degree that the targats are naval
eysteus and capabilities (e.g., airxcraft carriers and task groups), or
naval actiona (e g., amphiblous fntexveution aghore), naval analysts seem
able co estimate mspecific Soviet naval actions and tarvgets of action. As
the targets become leus naval i nature the estimates become leus
specific and differ more frou each other. For exawple, when the general
target is Thivd Werld client states, naval estimators sre nuch lass
precige in specifying the naval artions and specific tacrgeta of Soviet
aaval action. Analysta tend to differ on which actions the Soviet Navy
will try, on the targots the Soviets will try to influence, and the goals
the Soviets aeem to be ttying to achieve. When targets are more ns .1 in
usture {e.g , U.5. careier groups) analyst disagreemeats on Soviet actions
; and gosls diminish (but do not altogether disappaar).

Scoxing Predictions and Fovecasts

It i» quice straightfotvard to svaluate the sccuracy sand validity
of & prediction; one siaply compaves St te veality. If che action,
target, situstion and tice coincide with svents, the prediction vas
confirmed. It is far sore di¢ficult to score foracmete. aa analyse, fov
example, forecasts an increase in allirary sction but fally to specify the
time hocizon., How does onue svaluwte this opeoasnded #tateamsnt -~ tha
forecast becomes tvue just as suon aa nhe projected actica takas place,
and stays open until it bacoses true. Some forecasts can be sove easily
scored than others, e.g., those that spucify action and tise: For
exanple, projections of Soviet naval capabilities may only specify what
thi Soviets will build and the dates, withour refevence ko tavgets of
titutica. 'rhese ;)mjectiﬁni can be imred sti‘i!ghtfotuafﬂiy. }éréeaeta
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Table 2,1, Charoctervistios of Complex and doncomplex Analysis

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

&,
9

10.

1.

i,

Roncomplen Analysis

Vague pgoals for analysis and no
clear critersa for specificity
of conclusions.

Limited or wonexistent plan of
analysis, no schemotic blueprint
for sequencing the inference aud
deduction process,

No clear velation between
(a) metheds and data, and (b)
conclusions or recouxendatlons,

Little connideration of fdynamic
processes in time; primary focus
on the status quo.

Repeated use of same analytic
rcthod, or soane data base, with
little increase in new daformation.

Minimal critizal veflection on
rethaods employed, no use of devil's
advocacy, multiple methodology,
hypotheses discoufirmation.

.

licavy relisnce on unproven
hypotheses, assumptions, con-
veptional wisdom, sterocotypes,
doctrinal Ygivens.®

Tocus on small datails.,

Use of highly=plabal, single-factor
theories for large scale plenotena.

Teaving to confive hypethoses
(fortifying aud sntrenching).

thematic vagsbondiog: vapidd, supsye
ficial shifting from genceps te
ontept iesuiiielent develapient
of gvauks or explanaticas,

Explanatives fo tetes of sanmal
gerten, sleple causes and sivgle
etfocts,

Surnpieiag, larne, oF sudden
chispges obe not voloted Lo che passs

Unieibifngnose eo veath denlaions,
wake pradietions of fuvecants,

atd teadutiy o deav contradlctory
conciusioisg.

21

1.

2.

" 3.

4,

S

6.

8.
9.

10,

i

b

i3

.

Complex Annlysis

Explicit goals and criterla for
speciiying content of conclusion,

Clear methodological outline, ex-
plicit statemenc of relationy
between methods and inferences.

Explicit criteria for weighing
methods and evidence agaiust
conclus’ sny,

Attempt. to account for past trends
and tendencies and relote them to
the status quo,

‘Progression from conclusions, to

new data, to methods, to new
conclusions, to new dota...ete,

Explicit consideration of method
strenpths and weaknesses, attenpts
to of fset biases and veaknesses
through wultipie wethods, use of
disproof as well as confirming’
cvidence.

Felfance on aupivical testing,
rargivony, and Ocean's Kazor rather
shan convention.

Emphasie on majev procosses.

Use of vultiple hypotkeses, wmultiple
dita souvcew, tultiple evthoda to i
buildicg blocks of theory, s

Testing to disprove hypotheses
{process of eliuinatisn).

Explicit links betuesa avente acd
oxplanations, with esusual enplavge
tione of input-process=cutput
velationshipe:

Explanations in tevem of vuleipln
vauges, eaveal petuorke and sultiple
effocrn (both wola effccre 2ud vide
sttacts).

Explanntions ia the past dvg scoughd
fot dvamatic o¥ ewpobeutial chanics.

Pifawe to Covscase snd prodiee,
stevoipts mule o verify prediecione,
fareinal connistousy of concluatons.
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the situational specifications are vague or loose. Furthermore,
situational forecasts are contingent predictions (i.e., the Soviets will
do X if conditions A, B, C obtain, but not otherwise) which may require
complex scoring rules for cases which approach but do not actually reach
the exact specifications.

COMPLEX AND NONCOMPLEX ANALYSES

Doerner’s (1980) study of decision-making in complex environments
provides a list of characteristics for what might be termed "complex
analysis,” or estimates of complex systems. These characteristics can be
contrasted to noncomplex, or simple, analysis, which will be inappropriate
for the estimation of complex problems. The fact that an analysis is
complex does not imply that the conclusions that emerge must also be
complex -~ the conclusions may be simple. As the list of characteristics
tends to reflect, it {s the analytic process and method which is complex.

These two lists cannot be used to assess estimates” accuracy or
logic. They are only guidelines to evaluate the appropriateness of an
estimate given the suhject of the estimate. In general, good estimates of
complex phenomena will tend to have many of the characteristics found
under “complex.” Characteristics listed under “noncomplex"” are those
Doerner obgserved when individuals were unsuccessful in coping with complex
problems.

If an estimate of something complex does not have many of these
“complex” characteristics, it may still be accurate, logical, and
appropriate. For example, scientists often employ an analytic process
much like thst labeled "complex™ here. This may lead to discovery of a
very etrong, lawful relationship. In veporting a scisntific law,
gcientists traditionally resort to a style whose character is somewhat
1fke what we have labeled “noncomplex.” Because the scientist has
succeeded in turning a highly complex subject into a simple law, the

" noncomplex report is accurate, logical, and appropriate (but perhaps

nisleading as to the real requirements for that discovery). If the
nevly-discoverad law is challenged, the scientist may resort to a full
“complex® report on its discovery, detalling the analytic process.

Aithough these chavacteristics are only loosely diagnostic of
whoether an estimate is sufficlently cowplex for its subject matter, taken
together they offer an additional useful assessment test for estimates.
If & large nusber of the “noncomplex™ charactevistics ave noted in an
estinate, 1t wmay fuoply that the estigator, like Doerner®s decision-makers,
has uot sdjusted his or hee thinking to the complexity of the problea.

THE LOGCIC OF ANALATVICAL PROCESSES

While complexity may be disgnostic of analytic appropriateness, it
§8 & poor tndex of analytic predictive success. Probably the best
$udicatoe of predictive success is the analyst®s tvsck vesovd; f.¢., has
this acalyst {of rthis analytic techniqu.) successfully p:edicted sintlac
evénte fn the past? Such a track recotd can only be asaniagful forv
precinse predictions, and slace most naval analysts aake {otecasts rathec
than predtctions, euch & track tecord scovriag exércise is lavgely
Lapossible or umelean.

For éxample, 10 our sample of cavsl estinmates we found some
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forecasts and predictions about Soviet behavior vis-a-vis Afghanistan
which turned out quite wrong, e g.,

¢ ¢ « the USSR has never been in a position of overwhelming
military strength vis-a~vis the rest of the world; and this
point alone induced caution. 1In other words, although the

~ Soviet Armed Forces are obviously capable of winning a swift
and convincing victory over, for example, Afghanistan, the
repercussions in the rest of the world would be such as to
more than counteract the kinds of gain that, in the
foreseeable future, the USSR might win from such an invasion
(Vigor, SND: 19).

Without a means of scoring an analyst”s overall successes, as well as
failures, the existence of a stray miss, or a stray hit, serves no purpose
in assessing the analyst”s estimation methods. In short, the best means
of assessing the methods of naval analysts, i.e., exanination of their
prediction track records, is unavailable because the forecasts and
predictions of naval analysis of Soviet intentions are far too imprecise
and unspecific to be scored meaningfully or consistently.

How then can we assess these analytic methoda? Although the
procedure adopted in this study is inferior to assessing prediction track
records, it may be the best possible given the nature of current
estimates. This study dissects the intention estimation process iato
distinct elements; the separate mental and logical actions typically taken
in the course of un estimate. Each of these elements is then cvaluated
from the perspective of cognitive psychology, logic, and information
processing. That is, we ask how well do people genarally perform such
mental and logical steps? Are there widespread weaknesses or biages in
information processing at that stage in estimation? Csn we demongtrate
that naval analysts actually experience these problems?! In other words,
we chop up the estimation effort into its necesgsary picees and assess the
likely wecaknesses of each piece. Problems that are invisible from the
perspective of the entire estimation process becomo visible in these
individual pieces.

Having found that variocus pleces of the estimation process may be
weak, we cannot argue that any pacticular estimate is weak. However, the
possibility of woakness should wmotivat: avalysts and the consunevs of
esticates to look very closely at the methodological components of
gstimates, aof a4t just the estimate’s contents. 1Lf such examination
reveals a bias actually presant, this suggests at least some groater
wzasure of uncettainty togarding the estimate’s conclusious. It rmay faply
the conclusion is iwnvalid. Thus, while we connot in this general study
pass judsmonts on individual estieates, we do outline a procedure for
assessiag latentioca 2etivation nethods, and thersby assess the logic of
their conclusiouss Xilogical sothods can praduce valld predictiens, but
otly by shance. Valid sethods stand a better chaace fa the loag fun of
successfully predicting future actions.,

The acin result of this study s to demonstrate that analysts and
consumars of estisatew can evaluate dnalytic sethods objectively, i.e.,
independently of the contents of the estimates, by focusing on the
individual logieal steps in the estination prodess. Thete is, however, a
mach guicker ncats of assessfng analytical predfctive accutacy for a group

23

B T s T U T e N C e e e A et et s

¢ St 4 e S i



of estimates. That is, if several analysis make forecasts or predictions
about an event that differ significantl: from each other, they cannot all
be correct, and it may turn out that they are all wrong. But the fact
that the predictions or forecasts differ significantly implies some (maybe
all) of the analysts are going to be wroug, and that ‘the group of
estimates probably contains considerable error.

In the next chaptur, several case studies cffer “mini-reviews" of
the estimates by our sampled naval analysts ou signifizant questions
regarding the future peacetime intentions of the Soviet Navy. Wide
differences of opinion exist on these issues, implying some of these
estimates will turn out incorrect in some particular. These cases serve
to demonstrate this range of difference (and thus the inherent range of
error), as well as introducing the nonnavsl analyst to some major
controversies in this field.

In Chapter &, the estimation process is dissected and evaluated.
Examples of 1n£orma:ion processing bilases and methodological weaknesges
are taken from the sampled naval estimates to demonstrate some problems in
methodology and logic. Estimation is viewed from two perspectives, as a
process of judgment and decision, and as a process of historical
raconstruction and narration. In both cases the procedure is the same, to
separate the process into ateps and evaluate the strengths and weaknesses

of these separate pieces. The main characteristic of estimates with which

ve concern ourselves is the logic of the wethods. First, however, we must
Jock at the content of some estimates. '
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CHAPIER 3. CONFLICTS IN ESTIMATES

I cannot forecast to you the action of Russia., It is a
riddle wrapped in a wystery inside an enipma; but perhaps
there is a key. That key is Russian national interest.

Winston Churchill, 1 October 1939

There’s a lot of wish fulfillment involved in our view of
Soviet political intentiomns.

Richard Helms, 1978

One means of appraising estimates is to assess the dispersion of
(or differences between) estimates regarding a particelar event. For
example, suppose differcnt predictions of the number of Soviet subnarines
of a certain type in the year 1990 varied from eighty to one hundred. The
minimum cxror in this set of predictions is 10 which occurs if the 1990
tigure Is exactly 90. That is, we know now that our set of cstimates in
1990 will have an error factor of more than ten percent, with the
possibility that the erroy may be much greater. If the 1990 figure was
70, or 110, for example, the preseunt estimates are in srvor by 30 units.
If the dispersion of current estimates were made greater, say 73 to 1035,
the minimum ervor increases fram 10 to 13 units. The dispersion of a
present set of astimates thus provides an iundex of the minimun error (or
maximum accuracy) possible in the future, but gives no indicatioen of the
maximum error that is possible. The wider the dispevsion of curreat
estimates, the greater the futuve errov.

Estimates of Sovie: naval events rely oa explaunations of past
events, interpretations of cuvrent operatious, snd expectations regavding
future operatiouns. 1In this chapter we exanine gome diffecences betuween
gstivates of varvious Soviet naval events in each of these poriods. The
difforences between (or dispursion of ) these estimates provides a rough
neasure of the minimum ervor in these examples. Since each case of

differing estimates was arbitvarily sampled from a much larvger sat, and aa

effort was made to seloct thege cstimates which differ sost, the rangs of
dispsrsion, and hanes the aioleun error, would increase as wovy extiaw

estimates were added to the cuvreat set. _
As this selection of different estimstes will indiegee, in gach of

the three perieds, aund for eash issue, the dispersion of the saapled

estimates is considorable, but owing to the uaiversal lack of spesificity .

in all the estimates ¢vaniued, £1 i3 possidle te reach only a gualitative
estiaate of the aintloua ervor fn fach case. In Bost cases, houwsved, even
thise gqualitative asscueneats reflect vhat seem to ba serious alaiaue
errorss it i3 beyoead tha cospstence of thie study te judge how seficus.

Finally, the eanpied cascs ate by o asaar the only issues for
which theve sees to ba lavpge Jifforonces botueon estlsstora. Wevro fsduen
rogarding wattise Soviet naval iatedtfoans intluded {n thia study, ihe
nuabet of coses of sevious ditforoncas hetvosn estioites sight sasily
double. EBven ta the veala of these estisaates of peacetiag tntgocioas,
thevre ate few itsSues fur which the taage of citiawates 18 aot
considerable.
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To summarize, just as differences between cstimates betoken
differences in data bases, and methodologies, they also reflect minimum
exnected error of estimation. The consumer of estimates can reduce
sirvimum expected error only by narrowing the range of estimates; i.e., by
disregarding extreme estimates. The criteria for selecting cstimates to
disregard should include the potential wesknesses in the estimation
wethods. This analysis of estimation errors and fallacies allows the
consuner of estimates to judge which estimates rely on vulnerable methods,
and thus to disregard those extreme estimates which are most probably
weakest. The estimate consumer can thus reduce the digpersion of
estimates in a sensible manner aud thereby reduce minimum ervor.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ESTIMATES - PAST SOVIEI NAVAL EVENTS

Cage 1: Soviet Attitudes Toward Surface Ships, 1953-1961

Estimators differ regarding Soviet attitudes towards the surface
fleet in the decade following Stalin”s death. On the one hand, the
statements of party leaders, the building program, and the abolition of
the naval minfstry and change of vnaval coumander are used as evidence of a
shift from Stalin’s vision of a well-balanced, acean-going fleet of large
surface vessels (including aircraft carriets) to a fleet based heavily on
subnarines, smsll ships and land-based alrcraft (e.g., MccGwire, SND:
189-92, 203). Gn the other hand, the statemenis of Admiral Gorshkov, the
deployment of naval units in forward areas (e.g., the Mediterranean), and
Gorahkov’s “ealvaging™ of the Soviet cruiser prograam are used as evidence
that Sovict plans for & balanced fleet of surface vessels for forward
deployment can be traced back to 193 {e.g., Herzog, MPSP: 39; Hervick,
19683 71-2; Jameson, SIS: 41; Dismukes and McCounell, 1973: 14).

‘Ihis difference is neither superficial nor overely histovical. The
former viev suggeats that the structure of the Soviet fleet was determined
ia lsrge pavt by econosic stringencies and the mission requicement to keep
Heatern siveraft carviers and amphibious task forces from Soviet coasts.
Ia nther words, the wajer causes of Soviet decisions were tntevnasl
wconoaice and defensive needs in tesction to Western thrests. The latter
wisv iuplies execution of a long-tevw, vell-coovdinated plan for forwaed
duploysment laid wmove than a decade prior to vealization, and folloved
conslstently sfter Stalin”e death. Obvicusly, vhether treated as rrends,
or a® theavetical models of velationships, these tvs vievpolats offew
widely diffevant explanatious of the coutss and detevalnants of Soviet
surface fleet developavats.

Afrar Stalin’s death fo Maveh 1953, the naval winistry vas
#bollehed, and Stalin’e vision of & big, baleunced fleel wvar sbridged to a
plan to BWuild sudmetines, land dascd afvavafs, aod 1ight, fast sueface
forcan (Hersick, 1968: 62-66). idmival Euznetsov, who &hated Stalis’s
dutlook, was feplaced $a 1953 by adsivel Gorshkov, who was notad fov his
Sutgcast o navel alesile techaclogy and his World Wae ! leadevsdip of
Block See nuval oparations in supsore of the Red Aray. Heerick {p. 1)
cradite Corsbhkov with siviag the suvface fleet, tn2ludiang the heavy
c¥uisers, f¥ou Ehtuehchav’s aad the 20th Party Congiess™t woves to cut
these constructioa plans drasticaily. Heveick (p. 71) wiltes:
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To prevail on Khrushchev not to carry out his
publicly-announced intentlons of scrapping 90 percent of the
Soviet Navy“s cruisers, Admirsl Gorshkov conducted a
vell-conceived and adrott but cautlous, step-by-step
campaign over a perlod of more than two years. Gorshikov s
poal, politically speaking, was an ambitious and audaclous
one ~= not just to complete and retain a large percentage of
the cruigsers but to gain practical, 1if rot theoretical,
acceptance of the continuing inportance of large warships in
thie nuclear era.

McConnell (in Dismukes and McCounell, 1979: p. 2) argues that
“naval diplomacy had no secure home in Stalinist Russia” (a judgment
Herriek, 1968, ch. 4 and 6, seems not te share) and that naval diplomacy
bears the marks of long-term Soviet commitment cowmencing with Khrushchev
and Gorshkove He writes (p. 10)

v + » by the mid=1950s, Moscow appreciated the neced for
coercive naval diplomacy in the Third World, that it
perceived its curvent capabilities to be fnadequate for this
role, and had alveady adopted a loug term construction
prograw that would create credible capabilities.

In support of this ludament McConnell cites Gorshkov’s 1967
retraspective comnentary that the decision for a diplomacy of naval force
was made in 1954 and aired at creating 3 balanced, ccean-going fleet
capable of nuclear and nen-nuclear wavs, and protecting state faterests
abroad in peacetdme. MeConnell then observas

Gorashkou®s clafms of 2 consciously planned davelopount, of
course, may have been a rationalization after the faet %o
ghow the party”s srescience and coutrol gver events,

HeConnell neveecheless Yejedrs this possibhility, dnstead aeguing that by

- 19389 all the fogredients, except coercive anaval diplsaagy, of preseat

Soviet Third Weorld poliey were in a¢tien. {(This judgment seoems
fnconsistens with several lines of evidenge, such as the Soviet waval
censtroction program in the 19908 and che Soviet’s wveliaquishing du 1953
of its only two naval bases abraad.}
fanediastely sfter sustering evidence in support of forshkav’s
claim that 1959 wavked the deciston for 4 patient swd cvestrained wove
tosard g navy of open=occan surfate vessels, MaCeannell tugas (p. 15} e
the 19% decteion, vevealed by “Rhvushahey hiwzalf,” to “shifs Ironm
gutface ships as the aaln arm of the fleet to a savy based grisacily o
suhmariads and secondarily on laond=based aviation and light suvfase
ships.” WeGosnell explsins {p. 18) the discropancy Betvaen Gorshkev's
clatas and Rhrushehev’s decislon as dus te the Sovier’s having “afead
developaentally at o Thivd tleyid diplunacy sof fovrse fover the deeade
1955=63), ibuel chey wave @?é§§§§§ ast yet operacticaally cousinted.” As
iaze a8 1900-83, he wrr o {p. I0), “theve wag still @0 desizlon in Favox
a diplomaay sf naval foree” and cely ia 1208, <ith the Pagey sdoptica
of a lacal war docerine; and the 1987 fawslvenual of the Soviet Nawy ia
the Six-Day Wae crists, dods Neloanell finally sue posicive evidenade of g
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real changz of policy” built on the 1954 decision to “"create credible
capabilities," such as surface vessels, for coercive naval diplomacy.

Khrushchev®s frequent, strong deprecations of surface ships, in
addition 0 the 1954 plan to cut their construction, are obviously
eubarrassments for McConnell’s (and Gorshkov’s) thesis that the 1954 plan
envigsaged balanced, ocean-gzoing surface vessels. McConnell asserts (p
13} that "in general, toc much has been made of Khrushchev’s deprecation
of surface ships."” To minimize this probiem, McCounell argues first that
the surface ships Khrushchev criticized were “gun cruisers and
desctroyers,” not the surface ships now used in Soviet anticarrier task
groups, which rely on surface~to-surface and surface~to-air missiles, and
which, by implication, Khrushchev would not find so objectionable.
Second, he argues that the modern surface vessels were "the result of a
production decision made under either Khrushchev or his predecessors."”
Herzog (NPSP: 39) echoes this assessment.

It Is hard to reconcile McConnell’s judgment that Khrushchev had a
well-hidden tolerance for large surface ships with efther his statements
or Soviet naval construction under hin. McConnell”s first argument
implies that the anticarrier task forces used by the Soviets in crises
during their coercive naval diplomacy period (circa 1967 to the present
according to Dismukes and McConnell, 1979) “"typically” do not include the
gun cruisers and destroyers Khrushchev saw as outmoded., This is not the
cate, however; gun cruisers and destroyers are often components of Soviet
anti-carrier warfare (ACW) task groups (Dismukes and McConnell, 1979:
173-3, 179, 211-12). The fact that ships, which even McConnell seems to
grant wevr= labeled by Khrushchev as obsolate, are still to bea found in
service alongside more modern vessels, hardly seems compelling evidence
that Khrushchev’s frequent caustic remarks on surface ships were
exclusively deceptive propaganda. If the core of Moscow”s Third World

. diplomacy of fovce lies in the Soviet”s sunticarrier task groups, as

NcConnell assexts {p. 21}, the continued presence of gun vessels can ouly
be an embarrassment, given Khrushchev’s statements; an embarrassment the

Soviets sesm to have aminimized by vetiring Rhrushchev more quickly than
‘they have retired the gun cruisers and destrovers he deprecated.

HecOwixn"s (SND: 201) assessment of Sowiet construction suggests
that very large cutbacke in surface ship building ware made as a
consequence of decistons fn 1954-35 and 1958-53, which he interprets es

-wajor steps avav from *he goal of a well-balanced fleet with world-wide

cgnatiiitiés — the § goai GorstiRov in 1967 {and Yclonnell later) assert vas
the basis of the 1954 decisions Nocbuive argues that not until 196) were
constyuction shifts aiiié thas fefleat a wvove toward forward deployment

{SNIn 189-91), aud & concerted butld-up of surface fleat units. This

ehife lie links to the deploymuat by the United States of the A=) attack
aivorafe on aivcraft carriers asd the ?fﬂii"iﬁ euhaatine and missiln
conbination. These tuo systems pave the U.5. Nawy the capability of
attackiang the USSR from over 1200 miles at soa, and this “decu™ the Soviet
Havy out Eo @ forvard defenses
Meeluire laterprats these sutfave ship building patterns ae
im&icating fitkle Soviet iatetest ia sucface vessele until the defensive
wiesion requivred aav suvface capabiiiries to deal with the Vestaen rhveat.
Hochuwice hag coted {8D: 139-41) that oae of thé w3 jor consequences on
ship duilding of tha T19% declsian was 2o ahife shigbutléfag capaeliy (eon
asval surface capability to the constructiou of metchant, £ishing, aad
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other civilian-oriented shipping. He characterizes (SND: 190-1) the 1954
decision as follows:

What is perhaps less well known, and is certainly not made
clear by Gorshkov”s [1967] arcvicle, is that the 1954
decisions « . « involved wholesale cancellations of bullding
programs and a new concept of operaticns that tied the fleet
even more closcly to the range of shore-based air support .
+ « To the extent that the Soviet Union can claim to have a
"balanced fleet,” this stems from . . . about 1961 . . .
These 1954 decisions . . . had the effect of taking the
Soviet Navy several steps further away from baing a
well-balanced fleet with a world-wide capability.

Even the 1961 decisions, which MccGwire sees as directly related

‘to the U.8. Navy carrier and Polaris threats, he labels (SND: 191) as

“exploratory and making do with what was av.ilable, r ather than the

culmination of some loug-planned and well-prepared policy." The cvidence

. of Soviet shipbuilding, MccGwire writes (SND: 194), "argues against the

contention that between 1956 and 1962 Gorshkov fought a skillful and

partially successful rearguard action to save the surface ship for ths
Soviet Navy."”

Case 2. Attitudes Toward Forward Naval Deployments in the 1930s

As was discussed im Case 1, McConnell (in Disnukes and McConnell,

1979) accepts Gorshkov’s claim that the policy of protection nf state

intezests was formulated in 1954, McConnell arpues that this decislon

. formed the basis for the gradual development of a capability for coercive

= naval diplomacy by 1967.

‘ R McConnell links €p. 28) the forward deployment of Soviet naval

i - forces in the 1960s to an overall pattern of "diplomacy of force” which

28 includes trade, economic and miliiavy aid, cooperative naval diplomacy as

3 well as coercive naval diplomacy. MHe argues (p. 3) that diplomacy of

o ¥ favece plays s greater role in Soviet than in Western calcularions.,
., . McCounell describes {p. 28) the intentions behind this diplomacy as

S

*e ¢ « » the credible iatention is not to prevent U.S,
intorvvontion [in the Third Yorld} entirely ~- Hoscou would
3 nat have the strangth of will Ffoe that == duc to confine
- 1 U.5. ftuvorvention to defeusive cads. The atm 19 not to
3 doter, but to itnit == a itwitiag show of foroe.

E . 2 ' fleczop (NBSP: 39) also sugpests that emerting Anfluence fn avaess

§ i of uarest through naval power was a Soviet goul of the ald-1%30s, which

3 was hindered by fasdequate suvface ships. The denision to deploy fovivapd
based, open~ocetan naval forves he attributed to a Sowiet desive to
influance events in the Thivd World through evapowar. Hervgzeg (p. 39}
dates the forvaation of ehis objective as wo loted than tha 1956 Suez -
etisis aad chavactevizes it as falious:

The Soviet Uaioe uadoubtediy sav in this uarest tha
opportunity to extend its infloeude southMard and pethaps
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eventually realize a drcam that has becn held by Russians
since Peter I and Catherine II, the extension of Russian
control over the Near East and the acquisition of warm-water
portﬁ. ’

This is not to say that tle strategic function of these forward
deployments {s neglected. McCownell, for example, writes (p. 28):

To be sure, the focal point of the Soviet naval presence is
within the arc of strategic concern often drawn at Polaris
or carrier-air range around the USSR, but it is also on the
water’s edge of a charmed political arc; in crisis after
erigis in the Middle East and on the Indian subcontinent,
Moacow has reiterated that it cannot be "indiffereant” ...

MccGwire (SNP: 506, SND: 191) traces the Soviet policy of forward
naval deployments to the evolving Western strategic threats of the late
1950s and early 19608 -~ in the naval case carrier air threat and Polaris.
On the one hand, to counter these threats the Sovie: fleet would have to
ventuyre out of home waters in strategic defense. On the other hand, the
success of Polaris highlighted the potential of a Soviet SSBN force, and
the Yankee program was set in train. The short-term requirewents, to
vhich MccGuire sees ({ND: 508-310) the 1958-59 and 13960-61 decisions
responding, were the need for counterforce strikes against carriers and
U.S. 58BNs befors these uaits couid complete launching their strategic
strikeg. One estimator, who is otherwise an advocate of a ccercive naval
diplomacy interpretation of Soviet forward deployment, writes (Weinland,

SNP: 380)

-

The Soviato appear to have adopted a "forward deployment™
posture for . . . atrategic defensive purposes ~= to ba in
position to “counter™ U.S, and NATO sca-based strategic
offensive capabilities . . . This prohably resains the
principle vraison d"etre of the deployments., Since the late
19608, however, deployed forees have beesn utilized in an
addirional capacity; as active instruments of Soviet foreiga
policy, protecting snd promoting Sovist oOverseas folerests,

Casn 3: Sovist Naval Objestives in Eovot

Assessuente of Soviet tacrpios fn the Hiddle Bast vange fvoe
“1aeveaniagly bdold” e “cautious”™ to “prudeant.” Evaluations of igs
behavior vary from “ruoaing hishev visks ™ to “low rvisk ™ te
“eivousspect.” Estisares of Soviet goals tange from “slaveing strategic
oubreach” to “a velatively cafrow agenda.” Since these extvewes velsted
to passy Soviet behavior (for which historical data sve avatladle) and o
present sad future avents {for vhich sove hypothetical bases sra vequived
for estimating); it is not unressonadle to eugges: that the range of
minidue e¥Eor way be letge 1o estinites of Soviet aaval behavior s the
Hiddle Rasr.

Tha difterendes smong snalvate” explanations of Soviet ohjlecrives
in Egypt offer an exvampie of the range i estlaates fot a cade ia ihe
past.
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Rubinstein (SNP: 156) suggests that the raturis the Soviets
received for two decades ef cconoinic and wilitary aild isvested in Egypt
botween 1955 aud 197% were lavgely stestegle: naval facttitdisg and aiv
bases useful in couatering the U.S., Sixth Fleet. Souwe years later,
Rubfnstein (L980) concluded that Hoseow had broadened its militavy probes
beyond {ts 2ssential sccurity bele (which mighet fnclude the eastern
Hediterranean) and now domonstrates "alarming strategle eutveach™ (p.
323). Rubianstein fa 1973 assessad Egypt as having coasidevably wore
influence over the USSR thaw vice versa, and judpged Sovier effoves as
afmed at ohtalning neaded strategle support facilities in the eastern
Heditereanean., In 1980 Hubinstein lists five Seviel objectives fn the
Middle Bast: 1) undermining U.S. alliances, 2) weakening Westeru
influence and position, 3) cxpand USSR influenca and position, &) ebtaln

miltitary privileges in grdey te support projection of Soviet power on

behalf of frieadly states and in pursuit of strategle advantages, and 5)

thwart a regicnal Pax Americana, In hig 1980 article Rublustels notes the

“stunning strategic sethack. NMoscow experienced in Egypt but ggatast this
he observes (p. 334} tha changes stace, Getober 1973 $n Soviet behavieyw
“an increasingly bold and confident fotward palicy . . . [awd] ability ami
raadiness to project pw;t into avsas of oppoc zunity ¥ He percecives
Mosvow as mrauing 4 “more venturasene policy” and “runuing higher visks
for regional gain.” He concludes chet Moscow's "military prowess has
encouraged diplomatic sssertiveness:”™ an asssrtivensss Rublasteln sees (p.
338) as incrisasiagly unchedked by the Hest:

In no erisis o the Hiddle Bast singe 1967 has the Soviet
Ynion deferred to Anerican preferences. Increasingly

T Moscodw deterniads the qouree and outcome of regionsl
grises.

Tt is Aifficulc to sse the Soviet reasties to the t.§. strategie alerr fe

 Betobar 1973 as snything but dafevance to Asericen praferentes. It is

alseo difficule to degesn Moscev™s hand in the Ivau-leay awnd
&S*i%}”%*iﬂi’éﬁﬁia&; igt atgma the ;aﬁtiming Af’gﬁ*tweei rts-.,s, oY T

w*&;a bt ?a‘;t?zdtzs £ has kgg;t 184 imtb&i wgt% wédga 3
These tWo anslyses be Rublaevein, sepacazed by flve yoars, clesrly
vaflary an fmage of Sseist éiaim%«g gad &iiﬁ@w peiley in dramacie fluw,
Baviigr Soviet sctlions Meve £3¢ =mere cauticus and direetly tied ts
stratepic oilitary végquivesmeats. This gave the daviers lievle fiewibilsey
or laverses witgh clienta gush a3 Seypt. Now, Bubinstein avgues, ihs
fovier »ilizary veguivescals ate laveely satistied, aod the Reviets sia
¢he pholy oy tests of influsuce 7faid, teade, azval diplamaey, ete.) for
Wi naln geepolivteal ?e?gasé, $a8qy Qiiminaﬁiﬁ“ aay Amsricun csle fa
Middle Basteve soew¥iny affaive, snd gamaneiwng the Saviet wele.
ta marked costfase ta Bublastelas sstisate of shaugtag Sewtet
objectives in Havpr and :&@ Fear Basx, Hius !55 g: é*%'@?} @f"f’é‘l‘éﬁ 3 esw 3
wore pegainistic ¥or the Nowists., Gisehuys
ingluenge iw agde¥ 18 @@ YREE Bt fats “Ealed aﬂ ea&n”““ @;M&
iugtallioviony, scevies #a §:§i§?§e$ oF Dases. Bacause of & varicly of
limizg on thely behaviar and saoseds, Cisebur ) E»e& a¥es The ovipts "Wiil,
fow, 428 ia the fovedvsable Fuluds, nuvsud & relatively datedw sgeads aad
dizect thaly attensios o 4 few ¢balud lodatiess issyead of sw@aéiag
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themselves thinly” (p. 446). He argues that the Soviets will “gravitate
toward low risk projects" and adhere to a cautious search for military
installations. Ginsburg sees (p. 458) Third World state: turning to the
Soviets if they are rebuffed by others and if the Soviets can provide
needed services, but any Soviet "success" today may be easily undone
tomorrow. In other words, the Soviet-Egyptian and Soviet-Sfomalian
episodes may easily reoccur.

Both the Ginsburg chapter and Rubinstein®s 1975 (SNP) chapter
analyzed the interaction between the Soviet Union and client states. Both
examined the various limitations that clients are able to place on Soviet
action, and the degree to which such limfts circumscribe Soviet
flexibility and influence. The analyses highlighted Soviet dependence
upon clients for strategic bases -- bases in Egypt (to replace those lost
ia 1961 in Albania) to meet the strategic threat in the Mediterranean, and
in the Indian Ocean to forestall a strategic threat from that area,
Rubinstein”s later (1980) paper implies that the Soviets are far 1less
dependent on foreign basing. He seems to imply that improved Soviet

. military capabilties, by reducing Soviet reliance on foreign bases, have

reduced the degree to which client states can hold Soviet strategic
capability (represented in foreign bases) ransom.

Dragdich (SNP, ch. 13) focuses on the Soviet’s efforts to secure
naval facilities in Egypt, until recently the centerpiece of Soviet
influence in the Middle East. He notes the relation between, on the one
nand, Soviet naval visits, diplomacy, and strateglc needs, and, on the
other hand, Egyptian interests. Up until 1967 the Soviet strategic need
was growing for air and naval bases in the eastern Mediterranean but
Soviet efforts to acquire them were completely unsuccessful. Only Egypt’s
disastrous loss in the 1967 war, and the destructfon of Egypt”s armed

- forces opened the way for a quid pro quo with the Soviet Union: Soviet

arms for Egyptian bases.

.Dragnich rejects the hypothesis that political and diplomatic
influence-seeking motivated Soviet aid before and after the 1967 war.
Rather, defensive strategic deployments against Mediterrannean Polaris znd
carrier~borne nuclear weapons were "sufficient” (p. 268) to justify a swap
of ald for bases. Forward basing of naval Jdefenses against the U.S.
strategic deployments oifered the Soviets, according to Dragnich (p. 269),
“a make-shift alternative to a larger and more capable navy."”

Ra“anan (8NP, ch. 11) offers a novel account of Soviet
decision-making in the Middle fast. Za”anan argues that Soviet military
personnel do not come and go at the demand of client states, and Soviet
presence in client countries is a consequence of Soviet decisions. With
respect to Soviet bases in Egypt, Ra“anan rejects (p. 187) any notion that
Egyptian inftiatives governed Soviet presence. In particular, he reasons
that the Soviets foresaw an Egyptian defeat at Israel”s hands in the
1970°s and initiated withdrawal to avold a second embarrassment. The
swltch in Soviet policy from pro-interventien in 1970 to withdrawal In
1972 Ra“anan attributed (p. 199) to waxing and waning influence of two
opposed Kremlin factions. He gives Egyptian actors virtually no role in
these events. Ra“anan outlines (p. 205-6) a Soviet "plan" for the 1973
Middle East War, which he suggests was formulated by Moscow in 1972 and
carried out by Egypt and Syria.

Ra“anan acknowledges (p. 26) that his “reconstruction of
developments” is “"speculative.” One commentator labeled his analysis “one
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of the best short stories of the year” (Kerre, 1975: 99). Ra’anan
disregards the role played by the Egyptians in, first, seeking Soviet aid
and advisors, and second, expellinp the Soviets {n 1972. He also
attributes remarkable foresight to Soviet leaders. For example,
“Brezhnev”s plan,"” according to Ra”anan (ps 205), included foreseeing in
1972 all of the following: the coincidence of the Arab attack in October
1973 and a "domestic or other crisi{s"” which would distract the United
States; the Israeli false alerts of 1973; the Egyptian—-Syrian surprise;
Isracli counterattack successes} U.S. reactions to Soviet moves toward
intervention; Egyptian territorial pains in the Suez; and American
post=-war diplomatic moves. It is doubtful that this clarity of foresight
existed in the Kremlin or for Kremlin scholars. These elemeuts of
“Srezhnev’s scenario” are barely plausible even in hindsight.

Kerr (1975) disagrees with Ra“anan”s analysis of the Soviets”
influence on Egypt. Kerr notes that, like the United States, the Soviets

-have difficulties tryiag to translate aid into fnfluence. The Egyptian

conflict with Israel gave the Soviets a powerful tool for influence in the
form of military aid and assistance. In the wake of the 1973 war Egypt
turned to the United States for diplomatic aid which Moscow could not
deliver. Kerr says virtually nothing about the role of strategic defense
or Mediterranean bases in shaping Soviet policy toward Egypt. The primary
Soviet goal in Egypt, according to Kerr, was to maintain their presence
and influence in the region.

Kerr rejects Ra“aznan”s thesis that the Soviets foresaw the events
and outcones of the October 1973 war and benefited from the war”s results,
In contrast, Kerr argues (p. 107) "it is clear that the Soviets badly
miscalculated in supposing they stood to gain anything from it . . . their
client”s relative success redounded not to their benefit but to that of
the United States." S8ince war with Israel stood as the primary basis for
Fgypt’s relationship with the USSR, Sadat’s shift from war fouting to
peace offensive in the wake of the October War undid the Soviets”
long-~term effort to preveat an Amevican-backed status quo.

Freedman”s (SNP, ch. 12) analysis of the Soviet Union and Egypt
addvesses the role of both Egypt and the United States ia altering the
influence and presence of the Soviets. Freadman assesses (p. 215) Soviet
reluctance to aid Sadat before the 1973 war as due to unwillingoess to
“leot themselves be furthor exploited” or to be dragged inte confrontation
with the Unitod States. Soviet preferences were to walatain its presence
in Rgypt but to prevent its Egyptian hosts from seeking a wmilitary
“gplution” to the Arab-Israeli problem. The "no-war, no-peace” situatien
which the Egyptians found so vepellent was vespoasihle for the Soviets”
military presence and naval bases in Egypt. It was a sitvation veey
favorable for the Seovicts as well as Isracl and the United States, but not
Egypt, The Soviat expulsion by the Egyptians was 3 heavy strategic loss
to the Sovicts, aceovding to Froodman (p. 218), Freedman concludes (p.
230) that "All im all, thoe Seviet colationship with Sadat’s Rgypt haw aat
been a pleasant or profitable one fov the Soviet leadevship.™ Like
Rubinstein (S¥P: L79), Frevdeman obaseeves {p. 230) that Hgypt iafluenced
aud explotted the Sovicts more than the revefsﬁ.

Weinland (NPSP, eh. 15) argues that “thete i8 litcle doubt™ that
the Soviers” imuediate objoctive in the Mediteeransan was to laprove its
wilitary capabilicies ia that tfegion. But beyoud that, Helaland writes

{p. 260)
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Why they wanted that force in the Mediterranean, and what
they planned to do with it, cannot be specified with any
certainty.

Weinland prafers the explanation (SND: 292-305) that the Soviet forces in
the area were needed for strategic defense of the USSR against seaborne
NATO nuclear weapons, and could also serve secondariiy tc¢ protect Soviet
interests in the region.

With respect to the Soviet Navy and Egypt, Weinland (NPSP: 267 f£f)
offers what amounts to the converse of Ra“azan”s thesis: a description of
Sadat’s long-term campaign to improve Egypt“s strategic and geopolitical
power in the region. Rather than a “Brezhnev Plan,” as Ra“anan offers,
Weinland outlines the Sadat Plan for manipulating the Soviet presence to
achieve Egyptian goals. Weinland describes Sadat as using “carrot and
stick” tactics on the Soviets to obtain the military aid and independence
from Soviet diplomatic restraints that he needed to reopen the
Arab~Israell war. For exauple, the offer in December 1972 to renew the

- 1968 naval support agreement, waich allowed the Soviet Navy extensive
access to Egyptian support and repair facilities was a "carrot.” The

- ejection of Soviet advisors and air defemse personnel in July 1972 was a
demonstration of the “stick.”

In Weinlands account, the Soviets” Mediterranean squadron was a
Soviet vulnerability with respect to Egypt-Soviet relations. Its reliance
on shore support enabled Sadat to “"hold it hostage™ and threaten to reduce
or eliminate that support if the USSR failed to meet Egyptian demands. 1In
terms of wmaking poiats with the Egyptians by usiag the squadron to protect
Egypt from the intervention of the U.S. Sixth Fleet, W-inland suggests (p.
269) the effort failed: “Egypt was digsatisfied with Soviet perforaance
during the wvar.”

There is litetle question that after 1973 Soviet influence in Egypt
declined precipitously. Weinland®s (NPSP) analysis shows that the loss of
Egyptian ahore support facilities had a drawatic impact on the Soviet
Mediterranean squadron: the squadron®s strength declined, trausits of the
Turkish straits declined (although transits of naval suxiliaries vemained
constaat), ship day totals loveled off and then decliuned, Soviet naval
port calls increased to possible alterratives to Epypt (Libys, Syria,
Yugoslavia).

At least with vespect to the Nediterranesn littoral states of the
Hiddle East, Weinland”s enalysis suggests char Soviet defensive wissions
led to the need for influence ashore because the fleet needed support
sshore. When this support was vemoved {(as in Albania and Egypt), one
isportant couponent of Swviet influency, the Sovieta” Neditervanean naval
présence, contracted airkelly. Why the Egyptiaune vesoved thar suepport
involved far move than the sstions of the Sovist Squadesn, but Welnlaund
sesmé Lo argue that the Syvedron”s preszence did 1iitle to facilitate
Soviet fnfluedce fn the fivit place, offered a point of vulnevadilicy shen
that iaflucace vas veakeaed, aad was a sigaificant early vietiae vhen the
Lnflusace vas lost.

Using the case of Soviet-Epystian telatlioas Lo deav infareaces
about Soviet-Niddle Esstern affsivs, suggest several coaclusioans about
catinttess -

1. Estisacors who emphasize the fnflucace Of Egypt on the Soviets




(Dragnich; Rubinctein, 1975; Freedman; Kerr) all note the Soviets
defensive strategic uneceds for Mediterrancan navail and ate bases as major
motivations for Soviet efforts at influence. Those estimators who
enphasize only the Soviet influence (Ra“anan, Rubinstein, 1980) find
Soviet naval needs only a minor factor in cither involving the Soviats
with the Egyptians or shaping Soviet influerce. These latter estimators
enphasize the Soviet objective of acquiring influence in the Arab world.

2., The assessment of whether the Soviets exercise influence on
client states through thoir naval presence, or at all, varies with the
degree to which the estimator focuses on the iunfluence of the client
state: the greater the focus on the actions and goals of the client
state, the less the perceived influence of the Soviets or their navy; the
greater the focus on the Soviets” goals and efforts, the greater the
influence role perceived of the Soviet Navy and other diplomatic or
military instruments. That is, influence follows a simple hydraulic
‘relationship; if one party has more, the other Ias less. All estimators
scem to w.ew influence as somchow copstant and variously divided.

3. Estimators who focus on the Soviets tend to perceive the
Soviet Navy as having posed an effective counter te the U.3. Navy in the
1973 Middle East war. Estimators who focus on the client states
(especiaily Egypt) raise the possibility that cliente saw the Sovict Navy
as having ounly limited influence on the 1973 crisis, and as playing a
minor role in the crisis despite its dramatically expanded presence in the
Heditercranean.

Case 4. Interpretations of the Gorshkov Scries

Few bodies of Soviet naval literature have genersted as much
dissgreement as have Admiral Sergey Gorshkov’s unique publicariouns (see
MeConnell, SNI, ch. 29 for a summavy of the publications and the debate).
There seems to be agreament that writings with these details and scope by
the serving Comnander—in-Chief of a Soviet armed service are
unprecadanted, that they are extremely fmportant for understanding both
Gorshkov and the Soviet Navy, and that the debage over the weaning and
significance of these unique writings shows no s#ign of abating., The
differencas among intecpreters of the Gorshkow articles and book ave
extensive and can only be briefly suggested havet thoe analysis of the
Gorshkov lltevature ‘has every indication of becowniung a uajor brauch of
U.§, naval inteiligance on the Soviet Bavy.

Commontators on the Gorshhkew weitlaps ineluéa Herriok (SHD, c¢h.
23), Hibbites (RPEP, che 1), Hudson (SND, che 1, 1976), Jancson (STS ahs
2}, HeConnell (5NI, ch. 29}, Heetuire (swg, th; 3,38 Sup, chps.2 TIE, W,
S8Y, ohs 30D, thasnson (upse, chp. 2), Vigov (58P, chs. %%, 32), Haxnlaﬂd
{5\?, ehe 293, ﬁiﬁf?téﬂ@@g “betwaen coawentate¥s rahge ff@a global issues,
guch as tha authovitativeness of the Sorshkow series as Seviet naval
docteine {o.g., HecOuwive, SNI, eh. 30; RHeConuell, S8L, ch. 29); to
tnteeptetations of pattieulaf pheases snd expressions (v.g., Vigor, SHF,
chs 32; Hoclhuwire, SNP, chs 33).

Naval analvysts Jo not sven ssea ageveed on as stoplea aad
steajghtforward an isste az the froguency of Lorshkov®s publicatiens
{e:g., “Adniral Gorshkov publishes fofvequeatly,” Welaland, SHP: 547,
"Govshkoy has publishied one o¢ more arziclex fn a Soviat silftary joutaal
aleosc every yea® siate at least 1963, Hibbitts, KESP: 1. Jamsson, 318
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31, characterizes Gorshkov’s writings as “volumitious™).

Sevaral commentators assert the hypothesis that the Corshkov book,
The Sea Power of the State, reflects Soviet naval doctrine (Hibbitte,
Jameson, McConnell, Vigor) while others interpret Corshkov as advocating a
new doctrine (Herrick, Hudson, MceGwire, Thompson, Weinland). Some
conmentators see parts of Corshkov’s writings as doctrinsl and other parts
as advocacy (e.g., KRibbitts, NPSP: 4, 21). The latter analysts suggest
Corahkov is espousing his side of an ongoing debate within the highest
Soviet military and political councils on the mission and role of the
Soviet Navy. The former analysts suggest the debate has been resolved,
Corshkov. won his pointa, and his series is an authoritative "concrete
exprassion of doctrine” (McConnell, SNI: 566).

While both sides on this issue use an internal analysis of
Gorghkov’s writings, the authoritative doctrine school emphasizes his use
of “doctrinal authenticators“: key words that tend to be associated in
Soviet writings with military policy and expressions of military doctrine
(McConnell, SNI: 566, 604-612)., For example, McConnell (p. 605)
emphasizes the importance of the words “unity of views” in the editors”
iantrodugtion to the Gorshkov series of articles, and that “this expression

-is a telltale indicator of military doctrine (or military policy) . . .“,

Hibbitts (NPSP: 4) concurs in this interpretation of “unity of views."
McConnell notes several of these telltals fundicators at critical poiuts
(e.8., introductions of Gorshkov”s writings).

Analysts supporting the view of Gorshkov as advacate or lobbyist
for naval i{nterests rather than as doctrinal spokesman tend to point to
the context of Gorshkov’s remarks as against the content, freguently
noting the discrepancies between what Gorshkov obviously wants (e.g.,
*balanced fleet™) and what he has been able to get in his 25 years as head
of the Soviet Navy.

Since all readevs of Gorshkov agree that he strougly supports a
balanced fleet, and most agree that the Soviet Navy has not been balanced
in the past, the different interpretations of Gorshkov have different
implicationg for Soviet shipbuilding, If Gorshkov is a spokesman for
doctrine, the Soviet fleet should be tending toward a balanced fleet. 1If
Gorshkov is wmavely an advocate, the Soviet £leet may remain unbalanced
into the future. Or one might agree with Gallagher (SNP: 56) that
wilitary doctrine, while authoritative, is highly genecalized and
subiguous and 2 poor key to Soviet strategie policy. In this case,
whether Gorshkov is doctrinal spokesman or advocate has little to do with
Soviet naval declitong.

The intetvpretation of Gorshkov’s views on specific soncepts way
heva jmportent .splicatfona for estimating Soviet naval peacetine
intentions, For exawsple, Gorshkov’s concept of “command of the 263" has
been viewad fn wireow terss by HoComnell {8RI: 599-601) ax 'cveating 3
favorablie opevitional regioe” for warbine 2 otvatagic naval offensive oad
defense {o.g., SLBN and anti-ASW opevations). Vigow (*W?z 605) gives tha
exprasaion hrosd wewaing: cosplete vemoval of the enany’s flaet from the
naval theaters «f war. Vigor specifically interprets Govshkov as usiag
this expresslion to mean the Soviet Navy “aust ale to acquite supecioviey
of foece over ins enemy in the principle thearev of operations aad be
strong cnough in decondary sreas o prevent him from iatecferiag.”™ Vigos
seer this usaje as “a valuadle clue to somd likely paths of £utu:a
develiopment of Soviet navai stcategy.™

%




MccGwire (SNP: 631-635) rejects these interpretations of Gorshlov
since the phrase is rarely usgsed, used in a context that suggests Gorshkov
is defending himself frowm charges of beling a Mahandist (i.e., advocate of
bourgeois doctrine), and irrelevant to the Soviet Navy, which historically
has always been concerned with the problem of how to conduct naval
operations without command of the sea. The concept of sca demial holds a
more central role in both Soviet naval capabilitics and doctrine as well
as in Gorshkov, according to MccCwire (p. 634). It has greater relevance
to future Soviet naval strategy than sea command as well, because the sea
denial strategy “"relies on the use of overseas bases to discharge « + &
war-related tasks in peacetime,”

PRESENT SOVIET NAVAL EVENTS

Case 5. Readiness for and Purposes of Forward Deployment

Two related questions deal with Soviet Navy forward deployment:
how ready were the Soviets to deploy forward when they did, and what
purposes were served by forward deployment? The first is largely an
historical issue while the second involves past as well as presemt events
(i.e., the Soviet Navy is still deployed forward, and th. question caun be
raised as to how the purposecs of that deployment have shifted or remained
constant). _

The various explanations of why the Soviet Navy deployed forward
also bear on whether the Sovists prepared for forward deployment (and were
veady to do so), or whether they were unready for any of sevexal reasons
(unprepared and unwilling, prepared but unwilling, prepared and willing
but unraady through chance circumstances == e.g., loss of bases, etc.),
Oriffiths (sun, ch. 1) categorizes these explanations iato three schools.
The first sees Soviet forward naval deployment as a bid for control of the
seas and the result of an ovevall plan for global projection and
intarvention capablility. This school helds an image of Soviet foreiga
policy behavior as wotivated by militant territorial expansionism almed at
world rule.

the second schoeol Geiffiths pevceives explaing forward expansion
as an eaerging inteysst in a limited capability for projectiung Soviet
influence in the Third World, which developed along with the defensive
forward deployment aimed 3t countering Nescern sea-basad strategle strike
foress. As the Soviet Navy ecmarged frob home waters te akbtewpt the latter
task, the utilicy of the former fask grev appavent and capabilities wete
Eivst veoriented and thea pethaps specifically developed to deal with the
peotection of Soviet state intarests in the YThird Werld., Thiz gasl of
limited projection Griffichs assoclates with a sorive of limited polivical
{vather thaa territorial) expansienisy -~ "Hescow can be expecied to
advance it powaer and influonce vhenever plven the upportunity; but when
Eﬁé agp@rtuaicy is denied, the Soviets ave likely ¢o bohawe with prudence”
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The thivd sclivol Ceiffithy tevas “protuctive raaction™ -~ Soviet
forward deploymant is seen 23 an esseatfally defensive tesponse ko the
. Westérn sea=based suteategle forces:. This school seds nefther a Soviet
;3 faterest iv aaY any considerable capability for an offenslive palitical use
. of seapover. The Soviet sotive Iz veluctant expauxionisie, the result of
strategic insecutity aud fear tather thaa smbitious for powet and
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influence. Western moves force the Soviets to take reluctant and cautious
moves in self-defense.

Bach of these schools is excessively unarrow and simplistic,
according to Griffith, and each is insdequate to explain Soviet forward
deployment. Oriffiths believes this is particularly so of the first
school. In lleu of any one school, Sriffiths suggests Soviet foreign
policy (and naval forward deployment) rasults from the competition within
the Soviet Union of “limited projection” and “protective reaction”
interests. These “conflicting trends in Soviet behavior” (p. 14) as well
as situational (i.c., non-Soviet) variables irnfluence Soviet foreign
policy and forward deployment.

The first school implies a readiness for forward deployment: as
part of the overall plan for contrel, the Soviet Navy would be prepared
for its role. The Navy would not move Forward until ready because of the
possibility that a lack of capability or will on the naval front might
upset the overall plan. Inasmuch as this viewpoint envisages no presgures
on the Soviets to deploy before they are ready, and since premature
deployment might produce penalities for the overall plan, it {s likely
that this schoal would require that the Soviet Navy be fully ready for all
wa jor missions when it emerged on thz high seas. Any reflections of major
unreadiness to execute essential missions would be inconsistent with a
Soviet overall plam for contyol of the seas. Inasmuch as the Soviet Navy
could (perhaps) be optimally designed against the existing Western fleets
now in heing on the world seas, as U.S. Chief of Naval Qperations Zumwalt
once hypothesized, there would be little reason, given the first school

argument, for the Soviet Navy to wove forward before it was ready.
‘ "In neither the “limited projection” naor “protective reaction™
schools is it necessacy thet the Soviet Navy be ready prior to forward
deployment or even now. Both schools presuppose the requitement for
forward deploymeat was imposed by the Western strategic threat to the
USSR, and requived some demunstrati{on by the Soviets even {f they wecre
untesdy to fulfill sll the necessary wvissions.

Disnukes and McConnell (1970, ch. 8) offer a variant of the first
sud second schools outlined by Criffiths. While Dismukes and McConnell do
aot mee Soviet sobitioas as extending to world ses control, they do
attribute Soviet forvard naval deploysment to aw overall plan alweed at
¢oardinating Soviet foreign policy instruments (trade, aid, diplomacy,
etc ) for expanded Soaviet influsnce ian the Third WorYd. This plan {ov
“davelopment stratepgize for long-term goals® as Dismukes and HcConnell
charsctesizse them), formulated betvaen 19%1 and 1955, laid down the
guideltnes for "basfc voantianuicties of policy,” includiang naval
construction and operations, that extead up thisugh todey. The decisions
fov coastruction of an “ucean~golng” fleat veve wade in 1934 to provide
the capablilitien for costcive militacy and naval diplesacy. The iaftial
tazget of this plan wvae to davelop & counter to the U.§. attack alvcvafe
cavrievs, vhich posed both a strategic threat as well as a counter to
Soviet activisza fa the Thivd World.

Gismukes and Noloanedl goew Lo have ta aind @ hydrid of ehe Eicst
tvo schools GetEfithe outitned: They see forward daployment a3z patt of &
jopg~-tevam Sovie: strategy (fivst school) rathed than as en iatecest that
enecged with experlence {secord school). Oa the othes haad, they sée the
Soviets as faterestsd fu projection of pover fa the Third World (sacond
echool) ratherd than wrld-wide sea coatrol (firet school)s Finally, Ehey




sce the Soviets as iantercsted in expanding, defending, and prescrving
“state interests” abread (second school) rather than aimed at territorial
expansion and world rule (first school).

They also argue that the Soviets werc quite unprepared for their
first foray into coercive naval diplomacy, exercised on behalf of Syria in
1957 (Dismukes and McConnell: 7-10, 282). 7The Soviets quickly recognized
their unreadiness, according to this account, and foresook any subsequent
attempts at coercive naval diplomacy until the mid-1960s, when the surface
ship capabilities dictated by the 1954 decisiens emerged from the
long=~term counstruction programs.

Obviously, Dismukes and McConnell”s case for a long-term plan for
a coercive naval diplomacy in the Third Horld rests in part on the exact
nature of the 1954 naval ship-building decisions. The differences of
opinion on this issue are discussed above uader Case 1. It is even more
important to their argument, however, that the Soviet Navy be veady in the
nid-1960s for forward deploymeut. Since this forward wove is seen as part
of the long~term plan, it would be inconsistent for the Soviets to make
the mistake twice of deploying forward for coercive naval diplouwacy
without having the necessary capahflitfes. The first test of the Soviet
Navy“s readiness for this long-planned role cawme in June 1967 with the
Six-Day War.

Were the Soviets ready in 1967 to counter the Sixth Fleet”s task
groups and prevent them from intervening in the Six-Day War (as the
Soviets and their friends consistently claimed after this intarpretation
was raised in the West jn the aftermach of the war)? Digmukes and
McConnell (pp. *58-168) make the case that the Seviet deployments were
significantly different in the crisis period than in the previous three
years of Soviet Meditevranean opperations in the following faur ways: the
size of the Mediterranean squadron increased dramatically (ship days and
datly average strength in 1962 were nearly double the 1966 levels,
Weinland, NPSP: 262); for the first time Soviet combatants (destroyers)
wars giueu the “"tattletale” wmission of observing aed following ¥.5. attack
carriers (this task had heretofore baen the duty of slewer, noncounbatant
intelligence auxiliaries); the Soviets wounted an air sud sealift to the
Avab states; sud they indicsted they were considering dirvect nilitacy
fatervention {(probably with Alcdorae Treops) if the Arab capitals wete
threatened by Istaeli ground forces.

Althaugh this evidesce svakes an excellent casa for a change in
Soviet naval crisis behavior, it does not teflect g readiness to agtually
counter the B.5. $ixth Flest, Several pleces of evidonca suggest the
Soviet Meditervancan units were not teady or capable of pravestiag
fategveation by the U.5. carveiers.

Alzhough Joviot ships eclscvhere fa the wovld wers intensively
harcassing U.5. Navy ships {e.g.. in the Sea of Jasan en Hay 10 aud
1967) the Soviet ships svolded say accisas of thiz type in the
Meditereanesn during the evisis. The goabataants on gattletale duty tvended
to stay beyoud thely waapueas® ranges froo the careiers, aund 9aly ense did
a Soviee deskroyer taks up a pavallel {i.e., fivlag course) neat a
carplevr. Sovier wsvel contast with Usstera naval forvees was lislted
almast eatifely to those prudent and clvcunspact tattletald opsratieons.
Nost of the Savict cacbatants tensined snchoted well auway fvoa the Uestexan
carclecs ot the arabeletaeli fightfaug, The Seviet zquadfon in the
tediteccandan throughout the celsis was sdaall relative to the black Sea
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Fleet (e.g., the Soviets never had more than two surface to surface
misesile [SSM) destroyers cr one cruise missile submarine in the
Mediterxanean during the crisis, although there were four SSM destroyers
in the Black Sea Fleet and the Fleet”s one SSM sruiser did not leave the
Black Sea during the crisis (Dissukes and McConnell: 161-2). In the wake
of Soviet threats of 1 June to intervene, President Johngon sent U.S.
carriers toward the Syrian coast. Soviet tattletales followed but no
action was taken to interpose Soviet warships between this ifantervention
threat and the Soviets” clients.

pismukes and McConnell {p. 167) conclude of this initial trial of
Soviet coercive naval diplomacy that “"The Soviets probably came away from
the 1967 war with opinions confirmed about how to deploy effectively to
the Mediterranean during crises.” In contrast to this favorable (to the
Soviets) assessment, MccGwire (SND: 344) concludes the Soviets were
unveady for this forward deployment to the Mediterraneaun:

« ¢« o it is by no means clear that the political gains frono
thig Soviet presence outweigh the various unfavorable
reactions to the introduction of a superpower confrontation
to the area, to shortfalls in the support of client states,
or to the imperialist overtones of naval power. Meanwhile,
the esrly deployments were dangerously exposed, and in
hostage to the West.

1€ Disaukes and McConnell represent a hybvid of Grifficths” first

tvo schocels, MccGwive (SND, ch. 25) represents a “pure version™ of the

- gecondg school. He perceives (p. 350) the Soviet Mavy as drawn out iante

forward deploywent by initially the increased vange of U.S. carviev~borne
strike forces and secondarily by the Polaris deployments:

Thie generated the thivd and most far-reaching change in
Soviet paval policy, fuvelving the extension of waritive
defense sones and a shift to forward deployment.

Nefther the use of Soviet naval presence to influence Third World events,

por the use of naval capsbilities to inbibit ifatetventfen by the Sixch
Fleet wvere sufficliently laportant, or gusranteed of success to have been

ms for causes of the shift to forward deployment im the Meditervsnesa,

sccovrding to MeaGwire {p. 351). He argues that the 1954 decisions did
gothing to echance capabilicties for these nmissions, and favorable

oppottunities for adopting these policter were neglected in 1954-1960. He

stes the Hedirevvanean deploysent, when it came in 1963-64, as placing a

considerable stzaio on Soviet raval resources just to acconplish the
strategic defensive wlasions and leaving little or a0 suvplus for naval

-diplanatic aissions. As the nuebars of ynite on forward deployment

jacreased in 1967-63 “the opportunities for the political exploitation of

thefe presence” zlso lacreased.

) HeeGuire views the Sovier Havy a8 having desloyed forwapd
basically vaready to éxacute {1t steategic defensive misston: The rsed ro

counter the Western threat forced the Soviets o “fofegs . « . the basic

teval cteguivensars of survivabilisy™ and the oaly ecunter the Soviet Nawy

posed for Uasteva steategic systems in this inicial phase of forvard

deployasnt required the protection of peacetime. The Soviet Navy wai
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incapable of surviving war beyond the first salvo during this first
forward deployment. 3

The thesis that the Soviet Navy was drawn into the Mediterrguncan :
by the carrier and Polaris threat is also advanced by Smolansky and Joynt
(SED: 364). The colncidence of the loss of submarine facilities in
Albandia (1961) and the deployment of U.S. $SBNs (1960) posed a severe
problem for the Soviets. The initial Pelaris deploysent {a the
Mediterrancan in 1963 was followed by Sovict proposals to make the arvea a
auclear-free zona and, fn 1964, by the first continuous deployment of
Soviet naval ships ta the Mediterranean. In Juae 1963 the Soviets
upgraded thelr six~year old military ald agreement with Fgypt and began
deliveries, for the first time, of modern first-line equipment., Betuween
1963 and 1967 the Soviots brought Inteuse diplomatic pressure on Bgypt to
allow Soviet naval ship access to Egyptian facilitfes. Smolansky and
Joyut conclude (p. 364} that Khrushehev™s 1964 tour of Bgypt was “prompted
fia part by his determinatlien to obtain a asval buse for use of the Soviet
Yediterranaan squadron.”™

Khrushchev s ifovolvement {n the Middle Bast despite difficulties
and setbacks (e.g., loss of support facllities in Albania, Egyptian
vawillingness to graat wide access to factilities) is seen by Swmolaasky and
Joyut as responding to “the imperative of U.S. naval deployment ifn the
Mediterranean.” The “local war doctrine” adapted by Grezhnmev and Kosygin
represented a continuation of Khrushchev’s policy, perhaps ia a lower key
in the Hediterranesn, but in a more wigorous form elscwhere (e.g., the
greatly expanded Sovier aid to North Vietnan fan 19635).

Khrushechev™s actions are consistent with che thesis that he was
forcad into forwsrd deployment by the Wesgern strategic threat and was
vnwilling to comumit the Soviet Navy to tho wissien of supporting Third
Warld clients because of its unteadiness. Khrushehev turned dowa such a
tequest from Nasser duving the 1953 erisis follewing the fraql rawelution
with the explicit estplanation that the Soviets weve ot ready for a clash
with the West (see Digsmukes and McConnaell: p. 11-12). As late as 1967 che
legaey of Khrushichev®™s poligy could be seen in the failure of Soviet naval
units to do move than follow 1.8, carrievs and patvel the supply lines
that delivered Soviet wquipseat after the fighring to geplace the Arad
logges. Tha Sovier explougtlon that thefr aaval units fahibited Hestera

Y TSt

' intervention o 1967 way construcked post hos ia the wvake of Westers
- reactions to Soviet forvard deployment (cf. Mocouwive, SHD: 193, 200-s§,
1 539303, o _ ==
FUTURE SOVIEY NAVAL EVEBSIS

Cage &, Trende in Anti-Carvier Wavfave {ACH) Capabiilties and Opevarions

Prook g p " fsid ik e fpiaed

The acalysis of Sovier savel diplosary by Dlasukes and Neloanell
{1979) viewa the Soviet Savy a3z faeveasiagly eapaged s coective powet
projestion fa the Thied Vorld., AL the geater of this stcategy §9 ¢he nesd
to prasent an sffgctive geagetiae Counter te U.85. alrevale cavrriecs.

:&‘mw&! s ‘

ReCounell (in Dismukes and NoCoamells 21) weiees:
§ The core of Hoscow s Third World Jiploarty of force lies in
e its capabiliszies for couatering U.S. caveler task groups
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These ACW forces, according to several writers, are comprised of &
cruise-nissile submarine, several torpedo subma:ines, a surface-to-surface
wnigsile (SSM) ship and a surface~to-air missile (SAM) ship. McConnell
views (p. 13) surface ships, fn particular SS4 and SAM ships, as “integral
parts of Soviet anticarrier task groups.” 1In fact, as noted above, gun
cruisers and destroyers are also found in ACW t~gk groups.

During crises, the Soviet Navy appear. to deploy a number of ACW
task groups equal to the number of Western carrier groups in the area.
Those deployments seem to be otfented more ' to crisis than wart e.g.,
vhile ACW units are introduced to the crisis avea, on occasion ASW units
heve withdrawn (Dismules and McConnell: 29.). The ships the Soviets
futroduce to the crisis area are usually those designed for the
anti-carrier task, according to Dismukes and McCoonell (p. 294) and

« + » are intended to counter the carriers” psychological
impact aud to reduce U.S. €reedom of action in employing its
carcier forces.

Soviet naval authorities make sfwilar claims for their intentions during
crigces.

An extrene case of this deterrent rola for Soviet ACW ogcurred
during the Angolan crisis, argue Dismukes and McConaell (pp. 148-50, 239),
when a Soviet ACW task group in the Socuth Atlantic aaticipated a pessible
move southwsrd of a U.S. carrier group and woved to interposec ftself on
the carrier’s route to the crisis area. Disuukes and McCounell view this
as a unique fustance of the Soviets® use of an ACH group to discourage
deployment of USY forces in anticipation of U.S. mcves (Hevzog, NPSE: 41,
concurs in this agsessme~t).

Disamykes and McGonnell acknowledge (p. 244} that ACW units arte now
sone of the older elements in the Soviet fleet, but view chis as e vittue,
making them cheap counters to the carviers in erises, and expendable units
for the wavtime ujission of éestt@y&ng the cseriers in the opening salvoe.
The A0W task groups ave still the “cove of Mescow®s Thicd World diplomacy
»f force” (p. 21

Other naval analysts seem ty apree that vhile the Soviet suvface
utits formerly plaved the ACW fole ocutlined by Disuskes and MeConnell, the
wartime antl-carrier task now i3 perfovmed By a coordinated
submarine=afroraft team. The use of suyface ships fn the ACY role in the
eatly 19603 provided Sowvist designers and shipbullders the breathing space
needed to develop space-bo¥ne surveiilance and cobeusicatious platictes.
Soviet Naval Avistloa {SNA) aivervafr, and auclest submaviaes for the AQW
eask, while surface desipn and construction conseatrated oa upgrading the
ASW agihiiikié; in nav sojor types (Herzog, NPSP: &3=-49). Nhile Hetzog
aprees that the Xotlias, Eyndaw, ond ¥resta 1 13 vers dusigaed for the ACH

vole, he writes {(p. 29) that Ls the wld-to-late-1960s

Tha Goviet Mavy had effected the tvansfer of the antiship
aission fiaciudfag ACM) . -  to the suwiatioe forces

The heatt of the aev ACW team is the O-class nuclesd sudaaving with the
55-0-7 ceulee uissile spd the Backiize boaber. A1} of the Soviet Naovy“w
aev ®a for Sufface units cﬁs?éﬁta 1is, &aras. Krivaka) ave ASW rethet than
4CW shipe, and veites Uerzog (p- 53), ~designed to operate uadst tha
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umbrella of SNA, i.e., in the [Soviet] SSBN sanctuaries.” (Herrick, NPSP,
ch. 9, advances a similar concept.)

Analysts of Soviet warshifp construction tyends ane designs concur
in Hlerzog”s assessment of thoe shift of the ACW missfon from the surface
units to u submarine~SHA~sutellite team (e.g., MceGwire, NPSP: ch. 3).
Por exanple, MecCuwire notes (p. 98) the tncreasiang clear separation of
Soviet naval construction into those units designed for distasnt water
operations and those fntended to operate within the home fleet areas.
From 1966 oawards the surface progrsas "have been tailored to the
antisubuarine role” (p. 100).

These shifes leave the Soviets” “corc” waval forces for peacetime
power projection in an anosalous positfon. On the one hand the older
Kotlins, Kyndas, and Kresta Is, ave desigaed for ACH and still effective,
but are aging counters to U.S. carriers. On the other hand, the new
Soviet surface uaits are less effective counters to carciers fn combat,
-belng desigued for ASH and raquiring SNA afr cover, but these ace the most
cffective new Soviet surface ships for distant deploymasts. Hiile these
units way have been designed with Thivd World polttical aissions in miad
(cf. Herzog, NPSP: 33), theiv capability as ACW forcas (s probably wore
psychalogical than tastical; possibly ifumpressiag the naive, bhut otherwise
wore hostages than counters to Y.8. carciers. The fact wpat the Joviers
withidraw these newar forces funto sanctuaries as crigses evolve, and veplace
them with older ACH uaits, ifmplies that the Scviets thumselves ave aware
of these anomalies.

Friedwan (NPSP, ch. 11} pofats out that the evelution of the
Soviet Navy“s sea denial doctrine Alctates the eventaal asstigament of the
ACY task to more otficienz and mobile aty aud subuwarine forees. The
drawvback of this strategy is that, for apblicazion at great disztances from
the Soviet homeland, foreign air and subnacine bases ave regulired.
Foraign bases, howaver, pose probleus of sea contrel which ave not easily
solved with a sea denial farce., 5sa deatal doctrine aslye prohibics
gurface concentration of fovees: any geographical concemtratien provides
a teopting tavget for a preewptive strike:. "As tension lastvesses,”
Feiedman writas {p. 219) “the (Seviet}] ships eust disperse: they canaot
preseat neutrals with ga i@gge of iuereasingly concentrated serength.” Ao
fepressive “erisis presancge” is Tncousistent with a sea denjal dostrine,
viskiag tos wany forsces in one ated to a precapiive blow.

The analysis of Soviet gpen-ocean naval exevelsss By Baalel {HPSP,
eh. 12) atze tends to veflect the shifting role of the sucface units from
ACH vo ASM tasks. Up m‘ni 1971 ACW srrike acuivities vers the saler
povrtion of these exeveise Stage 1971 the cephasis shifeed fvas the AGW
gteike phase to 5&?&&:@ &wgémg:i@q and frae 1974 en, Zo the
raconnsligeante and seevetliaace phases and 2 graster coneentoatisn &4 &
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;}%“ “suiidup of tensiens” sesmaris. I8 the ag 1 7S exereise, AEWN stvikes
- we¥e ¢onducted primarily by siwvecafy, po biv atded by subssviacs. 1o
5973 ASH becane the dalo theae of safov S@vieé naval oweveiseg, and séess
i to have figured as the a3fn Themd siece. Dandsl councludes {p. 331) thaz
3 3 “Sovict comgiiment o ke XS problee in just as stvess if nel sitonger
# * thas aopaituent o 3BV ©  Sioge 3ha Soviets take as zpeeisl paisg te
Yo conceal the suvfaca 3ad ALY agpedte of Lhelr =8 }9¢ open-s0ean eNzveises,
Py 30d even dfuw world sttention ta thewm, 1t gdn M sspyisd that they St 2o
P . nded Yo conteal the shHify of the wattise ALN sissies feai the sutface
forces. Whave ethis leaves the Soviet Havy's Thivd Uoeld diplomaey of
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force capsbility relative U.S. carriers is still an open qucéuon.

Case 7: Sovict Naval Support for Third World Coups

Naval analyscs differ sigaificantly on the vole played by the
Soviet Navy in Third World coups: some seeing the Soviets as behaving
very circumspectly, aiding only the status quo povers; while others see
the Soviet Navy as haviag actively assisted fn the overthrow of incumbent
regimes. One example of such differences involves the role of the Sovict
Navy iu the 1969 Libyan coup.

Janason (in STS: 68) clafued a central vole for the Soviet Navy in
that coup: '

The [Soviet] Mediterranean Squadron was notably employed in
an exercise of Soviet diplomaric support {or so it appeavred)
« « « during the . « . coup agsinst Kiag Idris. Soviet,
Syrian, and Egyptian military units vere engaged {m
maneuvers lavolving a practice landing on the Egyptian coast
¢lose to the Libyan border. The Hediterranean Squadcon was
strung out batween the Egyptian coast ~= very close to the
Libyan border =- and the Island of Crate tn a digposition
apparently aimed at preventing the penetration from the
Western Meditevrancan of a hypothetical Y.8. earvier task
force. The precise velation of thy timing of this exercise
to the coup is impossible to identify, but it seams highly
likely that some sort of coordination toek place. The most
signi{ficant force in Libya to protect the King®s goveramect
s+« wWas a British tank detachmest. . . The ~rews of these
tanks, however, were in Cyprus. To £1ly then to Libys wruld
have required that the tvansport aircraft overfly a
- subgtantial part of the Soviet squadtos, which was beistling
vith sutface=to=air anissiles.

On Septesber 28, 1969, Radio Catrc commented oo the Lidyas
coup as followst “The pregsence of the Soviet fleet it this

of the Sixth Pleet and deterring it froe cavrryivg out new
taperialis: adventures.”

Blechaan (197): 23} nuggests that Sovict laterveantiosn fo tbis coup
existed ooly fa the aves of the \vadss

Whether the United Stases and ies slifes we€e actuaily
conprrataad asy be less faportant than vhethey ather adutlions
believed thet to have besn &0 haxpeved. For example, Radio
Tripoll clifmed thar Soviecr aaval opecations Jdetuerwed
British Intervention followieg rhe coup detat fa Libya &a
$969. 3o polav »f Fack, Reieata aad the United States
contvolisd 1% baces Ian Likys 3¢ the tlee and would aet
aecossavily hive Bad to latefwens B¥ £ea &vea tf the Soviet
Uotoa bad iatetposed a forca. Noveoved, the Soviet Ualoa
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fteelf kas not clatwwed cvedic for this “defcat” of the
faperialists,

McConnell and bisaukes (1979, 24) reject ast only & Sovict unavail
favoiveaeat ia the Libyaa coup but in aay coup:

The USSR has never made a stow of force in support of a
successful coup agalast an established goverament before
time hus proven the aew replwe’s coatrol and thus the
epergence of a wew status quo.

Degpive charge. to the opposite effect, we find ao evidance
of a Sevier show of ferece on the morrow of the overthrow of
King Ldris in Libys in 1969, wor duriug the same year’s
successful coup detat in Somaltia.

In their book on Soviet naval diplonacy, Dismukes asnd ¥eConnell
(1979) ieclude a special case study by Roberts of the "non-case” of Seviet
coercive diplomacy in the Libyan coup. Roberis reviews the evideace for
the case that the fovler navsl presence off Libyan shores was coup relsced
and the evidence that these activivies were fondependent of the coup: VFor
example, the ezarcise planning precedad the coup by weaths; the coup
ttself oecuvred during a standdown In the exereise; there werge wno
political connecrions between the Libyan plotters aud the Soviets; Lidbyan
aad Soviet relations rematned coel after the coup.

neﬁerﬁs grapasgs tﬁ% g@uﬂu‘.r’ﬁy?@thesqs tt«xat i:he Libyaa ;‘;tatters
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£rf:m pg*&iﬁie iaterveneion bg c*ixg ttu;ceé Msdz:tqs ar Grgcaiu. rhis
eounterhypothesis aslso dapends, however, on the motiorn that Sowiet ships
posed an effective SAN bsyvier betweesn Libya end a Hritish aivlift ov the
¥.5. Sinth Plest. The British and Ausrican ajvfield fovces isn Libya could
have agssisted the King, however, with ao iaterventlion frow the ssa.
?arthgr, tﬁg S&vief “éxefsisé“ strgen u@gzé ha?e SE§§>g§ 8 &?izigh airzift
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arguing that the Ssviets had @ i &i ﬁg of tha peun, it i incvedible that

cing ai exereise Seviet fovees wyuld destroy Brinish alvevaiy or ¥.8.
fos.  Ia any event, Rebaves aag& asts the plotmete way not have sven baean
asarg of the Sovier savel zenivities E@%@yé the coup. Quddafi’s group wmay
have e&gi@i&e@ the Suviet presence only after the facy, as Sleghoan

sugsested.

Bisnukes and MeSemmell (1979) seview sawsval epizedes in uhich
Soviat asval fovces appatestly adted in fuppefy of postwgoup regimes
{g-8., Sesmalis, 198%; Guines, 1970; steeva Leewna, 1971). Theio iz as
coavingiag svidente of Sovict nawal intevvaatiss prist 18 & doup In the
Third Yarld. However, the aetive vele of tha Soviet Mrmp in the 1278 and
L1¥79 afghanistan goups say iuadidste 3 chaage that will affest Sowist sawsl

agzions $s the futute. -
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Vittuaily alkl asval asalysts adatlion pslijnlesl, scomsele. sad
diplogatic factods as amotivatisg the Sovich phescace 18 ihe ladien Ocean.
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However, analysts give sharply different emphases to these factors, and
include different behaviors in these broad categories. For example, some
analysts stress strategic military defense as the primary reason for the
Soviets” entry and presence (Jukes, SNP, ch. 16; MccGwire, SND, ch. 30;
Smolansky, SND, ch. 29; SNP, ch. 14), Other analysts stress diplomatic
and political factors (Calhoun and Petersen, NPS5P, ch. 13; Dismukes and
McCounell, 1979; Graham, NPSP, ch. 16; Kelly, SNP, ch. 15; McConnell, SND,
ch, 28; McConnell and Kelly, | SND, ‘¢ch. 31). Most analysts mention trade

and economics.
Differences among analysts include such basic questions as whether

" the Soviets” move into the Indian Ocean is a "drive for warm water ports”

(Graham, NPSP: 275; Herzog, NPSP: 39). Herrick, (1968: 143), in contrast,
claims: .

+ « « no evidence has been uncovered to support (but much to
controvert) allegations that the Soviet Russians, like their
Tsarist predecessors, are subject to an historic and
lemming~like urge to the sea to obtain warm water ports.

Jukes, MccGwire, and Smolansky all emphasize the military purposes
served¢ by the Soviet Navy in the Indian Ocean, espscially with respect to
the strategic ASW and ACW missions. The Polaris submarines, with the A3
missile introduced in 1964, can strike most of the Soviet Union from the
Arabian Sea in the Northwest Indian Ocean. Similarly, the possibility of
strikes from U.S. alrcraft carriers in the Persian Gulf against Soviet

~ central Aeia poses a strateglc defensive problem.

Jukes and MccGwire also note the role of Soviet space systems in
motivating a Soviet presence in the region. Jukes (SNP: 315-16) raises
the connection between the Soviets” SS~9 and $5~18 heavy intercontinental
ballistic missiles, which can attack the United States by flying the
“long=-way,"” i.e., around the South Pole. Accuracy along this trajectory
would require some form of mid~course guidance. This might be supplied
from a well-surveyed ground station in the Indian Ocean area. MccGwire
(SND: 427, 436) notes that the polar orbit from the Soviets” space center
passes over the Indian Ocean and Soviet space support ships have been
frequent visitors tu the region.

The primary factor behind the Soviet presence in their views,
however, is the threit of Polaris operatioms. MccGwire (SND: 441)

writes:

All the available evidence « + . points to the high priority
accorded by the Soviet Union to the threat from U.S.
ballistic-missile submarines and weasures toward countering
it . . . it 1s hard to escape the conclusion that the very
clear indication that the United States was developing the
capability to operate ballistic-missile, submarines in the
Indian Ocean, must have been a major (and pezhaps the
determining factor) in deciding the Soviet Union that she,
in turn, must embark on the costly process « + o oOf
developing the capability to operate in the area.

Jukes writes (SNP: 313) that the two Soviet purposes in the rvegion are
“arvea familiarization with the Arabian Sca agaiunst a postulated future
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Polaris/Poseidon deployment,” and maintaining a position to continue
influence on Arab and Middle East developments. With respect to the
latter he writes (p. 316):

But from “"protection of state interests in time of peace” ag
a by-product of a combat role to installation of forces
primarily in the interest of such a peacetime funciion is a
long step . . « this step has not bezen taken yet in geneval
termg, and the Indian Ocean deployment presents no evidence
with which to contradict this interpretation.

Smolansky (SND: 421) views Russian entry as motivated by several
factors, but primarily by

Western actions (specifically the introduction of the
Polaris/Poseidon fleet into the Indian Ocean) have been a
ma jor consideration impelling the establishment of a Soviet
naval presence in the area. Thus, far from the aggressive
intent so frequently ascribed to these recent Russian moves,
Moscow’s main concern seems to have been military defeusa.

Smolansky sees thc Soviets as having no vital interests in the region with
te exception of the strategic defenaive mission of preventing SLBM strikes
from the Arabian Sea. While Soviet interests are important, they are unot
vital to the USSR°s security.

Nevertheless, Smolansky predicts the Soviets will continue to
conduct a contest for influence in the region while attempting to
neutralize the U.S. ocean~borne strategic threat. This contes: is likely
to accelerate snd intensify, he predicts (p. 422). Swmolansky (SNP, ch.
14) does not foresee any significant Soviet influence developing in the
Persian Gulf, nor does he view domination of the Gulf as a Soviet goal.
Nor is interference with the shipments of Persian Gulf oil to the West a
likely Soviet move in the future, since any interference would prompt a
confrontation with the United States, something the Soviets have
consistently aveided. Moscow will pursue "low risk" opportunities but the
Soviets” general lack of influence and inability to control events will
yield only marginal chances for lmproving their diplomatic and political
presence.

In contrast to Jukes, MccGwire, and Swolansky, several naval
analysus disagree that the Soviets” foremost purpose in the Indian Ocean
is strategic defense. McConnell (SND: 390) explicitly disputes the
Polaris threat as a major motivation for the Soviet Indian Ocean presonca.
He notes that the United States has never announced a Polaris deploynent
to the Arbian Sea oz the Indian Ocean. The submarine tenders that
typically support G.S. ballistic missile submarines have not appeared in
the Indian Ogean. MecConnell also claims there i no need for a U.S.
deployment of SLBEMs to thils area since the targets are otherwissz in range,
and the tvansit time to the Avabian Sea would be inefficient and atypical
in comparisen to koown deployawents frowm the U.S. submariane bases at Guan
in the Pacific, Holy Lock in tha North Sea, and Rota ia the Mediterrancan.
HeConnell notes the lack of any cowpavable facility to service U.S.
deployments in the Indian Ocean. He argues (p. 391) that a U.S. ‘olaxis
deploynent would be counterproductive since .
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There is probably no easier way to get Russian ships
steaming all over the Indian Ocean than to introduce a
strategic threat.

Nevertheless, Soviet ships are "steaming all over the Indian
Ocean,” especially in the northwest quadrant that would serve best as an
SLEM launching point. McCounell says mnothing about the U.S. naval
communications station that was conatructed on Australia”s Northwestern
Cape in the 1960s and 70s, the communications faciiity that was formerly
maintained at Asmara, Ethiopla, or the U.S.-British naval facility
developed at Diego Garcia, at tne southern margins of the Arabian Sea.
MccGwire (SND) argues that the capability provided by these facilities to
support U.S. Polaris operations are sufficient to produce a Soviet
defensive reaccion, even if the Polaris submarines themselves do not
practice deployment. McConnell acknowledges that this threat may be taken
serious by the Soviets and he quotes a Pravda reporter as saying the
Americang intend to expand Polaris combat patrols to the northern Indian
QOcean.

McConnell concurs (p. 391) with Smeolansky that a Soviet blockade
of Persian Gulf oil is "scarcely credible” since it would harm the Arabs,
whose favor the Soviets court, but more importantly, it would lead to war
with NATC. Nor does McComnell see Russian planners as much concerned with
protection of sea lines of communication through the Indian Ocean, aince
their main concern is general nuclear war, and such logistics would be
unimportant. Consequently, McConnell writes (p. 391), "the evidence more
and more suggests peacetime rather than wartime missions for the Soviet
Indian Qcean detachment."” The peacetime protection of state interests, of
which Admiral Gorshkov writes, includeg, in the Indian Ocean, protection
of Russian shipping, fishing, and sclientific activities;
influence-peddling through goodwill visits; and protection of client
states.

In the last role, McConnell sees Soviet ships as providing a
deterent to Western intervention and a maintenance of the status quo,
rather than commitment to violent offensive action or confrontations. He
does not view (p. 400) the Soviet Navy as likely to contest issues which
were impovtant to Western interests, McConnell suggests the Soviets”
long-range objective in the region is the negotiated mutual withdrawal of
U.S5. and Soviet naviest

Bagic to Soviet reasoning would be the calculation that

there is more to be gained by the removal of a Western naval

presence than the maintenance of a competing Soviet
. presence.

Calhoun and Petersen”s (NPSP, ch.13) analysis of Soviet views on
naval arms limitation reiterates the strong Soviet concern over U.S.
ballistic missile submarine deployment in the Indian Ocean and the Diego
Garcia base. However, they note changes in Soviet naval operations in the
Indian Ocean that are not merely defensive and which suggest the Soviet
Navy may secek a limitation only on strategic naval capabilities in the
Indian Ocean, leaving the Soviet general purpose ships free to conduct
naval diplomacy. Namely, Scviet naval forces were involved in four cases
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of naval diplomatic initiative between 1973 and 1975: nuine sweeping in
. Bangladesh, supporting Iraq”s attack on Kuwalit, patrolling the Strait of

3; Hormuz, and development .f naval facilities at Berbera, Somalia, and Adem,
" in South Yemen, astride the Bab el Mandeb straits to the Suez Canal.
. Calhoun and Petersen seec (p. 242) these as {nstaunces of “direct

! intervention to shift the balance (rather than to maintain the status

b quo) militarily and politically in favor of the preferred gide and ~- more

slgnificantly -~ away from the West (and China).” Calhoun and Petersen
view (p. 240) these changes as revealing “something about Soviet
intentions:” (a) a capability and willingness to match the increased
force levels deployed to the regicon, and (b) a heavier comanitment of
Soviet military power to nations in the reglon.

Graham (NPSP: 287) also seems to see no Soviet interest inm
withdrawal from the Indian Oceant

%:W}

S

What Moscow pursues is the chance to exploit any weakness,
any possibility that offers itself a chance to inerease its
influence, to bring adversaries into disarray, and o create
a clientele awmong the Indian Ocean regional states.

g

Graham categorizes these as political, economic, and military efforta
aimed at an "outflanking strategy” and a "chokepoint strategy.” With
vrespect to the first, Graham writes (p. 261-2) "the Soviets perceive a
need . . « for naval capabilities in order to outflank from the sea both
China and NATO . . .. The prospect of being able to deny [Persian Gulf]

St B o

,,4,, mesarioul

- oil to the West may be major impetus to Soviet global strategy.” The

_ 1 Soviet naval forces in the Indian Qcean are seen as achieving these ends
i " as well as protecting Russia®s seca lines from the Black Sea to the Soviet
.i: - Far East. Graham does not note that Soviet forces are insufficient for
%f i any of these missions in elther war or peace.
4 R Graham describes (p. 282) the "chokepoint strategy:"

3
o 3” Soviet strategy in the Indian Ocean is to establish a naval
| - I presence .+ . .« through which Moscow can influence the

policies of the Indian Ocean littoral states as well as
control the approaches . . . should the nced arise, such asg

? in wartiwme.
This strategy is aimed at depriving the West of strategic materials and
%" oil, Again, the Soviet Navy, lacking any air capability afloat, could not
i execute this strategy, a major weakness in Graham®s thesis. Furthetmore,
the Soviets have exparienced repeated setbazks from Indian Ocean littoral
» states (e.g.,, Somalia, Indonesia). Nonethelass, Grahawm sees (p, 298) the
Soviets as persisting in the pursuit of iunfluence and facilities to
= achiieve these strategic and political wissions.

Graham scoms to sce fewer probleoms in stove for the Soviets in
sceking these objectives than actually exist, The Soviet Navy®s inabilicy
- : to close off chokepoints or cutflank both NATO and China has already deen
noted. Graham sees Ethlopia as ample compensation for the Soviet naval
facilitics lost in Somalia. This overlooks the Eritrean robels, who are
fighting tha Soviet-backed Menglistu-regime, control much of the coastline,
and have prevented any extensive Soviet development of bases to veplace
those lost in Somalia at Berbera and Mogadisclo.
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The Atlantic Council review of Soviet naval developments, Securin
the Seas, also asserts some of Graham“s hypotheses. The Soviet quest fo r:'

wvarm water ports is seen (p. 441) as a possible Soviet objective in the
Indian Ocean. Soviet blockades during another Arab-Israecli war or Soviet
support for an Arab dblockade of the Strait of Hormuz are suggested (p.
419) as “"plausible scenarios” of Soviet interpositioning and resistance to
U.S. involvement in the area. However, the STS review does not see (p.
440) direct Soviet harrassment or interruption of Western maritime trade
as likely, even though Soviet naval and political capabilities for such
interference have incrcased, because the Soviets” own maritime units are
as vulnerable (or more so) to interception. The Soviets are more likely
to attempt to stem the flow of resources or trade at the scurce, through
strikes, embargoes, sanctions and other means that do not put the Soviet
merchant fleet in jeopardy.

Case 9: Future Soviet Objectives for Ferward Deployment

Regardless of differences among analysts over the causes of Soviet
naval forward deployment, the level of out~of~area naval activity has
remained high. An fmportant analytic issue is the future use of this
naval force. What are Moscow’s intentions governing the future use of
forward deployed naval forces?

Booth (1977) notes the differences of emphasis between two groups
of analysts on this question. One viewpoint emphasizes the possibilicy
that the Soviet Navy will continue to be and may increasingly act as an
instrument of general Soviet foreign policy. This group of analysts (the
“political school™ will serve as an inaccurate but short appellation) sees
the Soviet Navy as becrming more active, aggressive, and expansive in
peacetime missions. At the extreme Soviet Navy interventions against
Western clients and Seviet deterrence of Western intervention im crises
are seen as possible uses of growing capabilities for power projection.
In effect, the possible use of Soviet naval power and other capabilities
of force projection to upset the status quo and the superpower balance in
the Third World arc no longer viewed as too risky for the Soviets.

On the other hand, a second group of analysts (the “"military
school™) views the forward deploved Soviet Navy as primarily still
concerned with wartime naval missions, with only a secondary emphasis on
enhancing diplomatic influence or prestige. This group views the Soviets
as still not having solved its problems in achieving general war missions.
While political gaiws can be secured as by-products of continued naval
efforts to solve the war mission problems, “the surplus for projecting
pover by military force has been,” Booth writes (p. 58), "at most, small.”
Thus, while the Soviets will exploit opportunities to upset or challenge
the status quo, they cannot afford to risk much to do so.

Booth (1977: 49) observes that both groups agree that the Soviet
Navy requires maritime stability to fulfill its foreign policy tasks,
whether narrow or expansive. A dirvect clash with the West would reuwove
the freedom of the scas and risk escalation to goner . war, which would
eliminate much or all of the Soviet”o capability to project diplomatic
power or influence. Booth writes (p. 49) that “for these reasons the
Soviet Union is unlikely to engage in limited hostilitiecs at sea beyound
occasional maritime truculence.”

The authors of the Atlantic Council Working Group (Nitze,
Sullivan, et al., ST5: 418) scen to question Booth”s assumption:
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Because of the increasing strength of thelr conventional
deep sea forces and the relative decline of Wegtern naval
gtrength, the Soviets may elect to resist U.S. involvement
in some “"local war."

goee)  gowsy ey

They also view the Soviets as having "plainly demonstrated their
intentions” to supply client states with arms and proxy forces in local
wars. This intention to become involved in loecal conflicts could touch
off a direct U.S.-USSR confrontation in their views, and two “plausible
scenarios” are suggested. During another Arab-~Israeli war the Soviets
might attempt a blockade of Israel. Alternatively, if a Mideastern nation
attempted to block the 3trait of Hormuz, the Soviets might resist U.S.
attempts to thwart the blockade.

The Atlantic Council Working Group also viewed (p.421) the Soviet
Navy as increasingly likely to attempt to inhibit “"the free movement and
deployment of Western naval forces"” during Third World crises. This
effort in the past has been "a clearly inhibitory impact” on the West,
and, they imply, this impact will probably become greater. Inasmuch as
they view (p. 423) other elements of Soviet diplomatic projection (e.g.,
the Merchant Marine) extending into traditionally Western areas and
reglons, the geographical realm for U.S.-Soviet naval confrontation may
1 also increase. An important element of Soviet maritime expansion {is
G access to defensihle, warm-water ports for naval forces. The working
group views (p. 410) the Soviets as likely to attempt to gain such access
politically, es,ecially in the Indian Ocean, but by this they imply a

g gusa g
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i 1 major role for the Soviet Navy in t' . effort.

: @n Graham (NP§P, ch. 16) aiso seems to vicw the Sovicts as

4 increasingly willing to rxisk confrontations with the U,S. Navy in the

;* §“ forward area. He writes of an evolving Soviet strategy in the Indian

§ e Ocean of chokepoints, and implies (p. 290) a Soviet willingness to

i interfere with Western oil supplies and sea passage in conventiounal war.
- He writes (p. 289) that the Soviets "recognize that some capahility to
? interdiet Western oil supplies givas [the Soviets] great politiaal
- levarage, even if they never exarcise that capability in an operational

sense,” This clearly implies a Soviet effort to win such control in
_ peacetime as well. The Soviets” goal (p. 288) in the Indian Ocaean is "to
3o become the dominant external power,” aud their major objective (p. 273) is
to sacure warm water ports.

Some members of the “"political school" of analysts see the
acquisition of overscas bases as a major objective of Soviet naval
diplomacy (e.g,, Blechman and Levinson. SNI, ch. 22; Kelly, SNI, ch. 26),
but so0 do some spokesmen of the "military scheol® (e .8+, Booth, 1977: 62;
MceGwire, SNI: 634). The two groups differ in what they consider the

. motivation for these efforts. Kelly (p. 513) views Soviet Navy use of
Third World facilities as increasingly for “practical, direct support for
: specific foreign policy inftiatives and campaigns,” e.g., suppert of local

wars. The military school stresses the econonic and strategic advantages
which bases in the forward area give the Soviat Navy (e.g., MeeGuirve, SND,
chs. 18, 25) and raises the question of whether those bases the Soviets
acquired fn the past, e.g., Egypt, at great expense ylelded sufficient
. political gains (MccGwire, SNI: 634-37) to tempt the Soviets to quickly

rapeat the experience. The strategic milftary nced for bases is another
; watter, one which may justify heavy costs and may vequire diplomacy lun aid
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of military purposes (Booth, 1977: 62). Kelly alio sees (p. 520 ££f) the
Soviets as seeking submarine bases for strategic deterreat purposes and
possible conventional purposes, i.e., near sea lane chokepoints.
Nevertheless, she gives equal emphasis to the Soviet Navy’s diplomatic and
political missions that these bases facilitate. Blechman and Levinson see
(p. 426, 439) the efforts to establish a submarine base in Cuba as "rn
almost textbook case of Soviet political-military tactics” and suggest
that major goal in this effort is to challenge U.S. gecurity politically,
by showing U.5. resolve and credibility are weak, They argue that the
Soviets seek the base primarily as a symbolic demonstration of an American
lack of will. In contrast, MccGwire (SND, ch. 33) outlines several naval
tasks that Soviet submarines could perform more efficiently and
effectively from Cuba, e.g., against U.S. carriers and Polarisc/Poseidon
submarines.

Dismukes and McConnell (1979) offer the most extensive analysis of
the use of the Soviet Navy for diplomatic and political objectives. They
write (p. 295) "political considerations have dominated Soviet motivations
for operating their general-pupose navy in the forward area.” A variety
of “magnets” in the Third World will continue to attract superpower naval
involvement and yield returns to coercive naval diplomacy; “there 1s not
the slightest sign of official [Soviet] disenchantment,” they write (p.
303) “with naval diplomacy.”

Dismukes and McConnell belfeve that a defensive, status quo
principle governs the use of the Soviet Navy for political and diplomatic
purposes and will tend to do so for the future (p. 245~46). Most Soviet
objectives will be obtained without violence, through naval presence or
the augmentation of area forces as needed (pp. 284, 287). Their crisis !
behavior wiil be cautious and restrained and Moscow may vary the risks by
its encouragement to clients, but will be reluctant to ilncrease risks
itself. However, Dismukes and McConnell note (p. 308) that

s « « in general, should the soveraignty of a client be
Joepardized, [they] would expect the Soviet
politico~military instrument to be made available . . .
Nothing else wvould maintain Moscow®s credibility as a
patron,

Seemingly, the scenarios outlined by the Atlantic Council working group
would sconm less plaustible to Dismukes and McGonnell.

In contrast to the favorable outlook for the countinuation and
expangion of Soviat naval diplomacy which Dismukes and McConnell (1979)
parceive, other analysts place greater weight on the limitatlons the
Soviets face in this cause. HeeGulve (1979a) questions Soviet polivical
comaftmont and naval capabilities for this course, Fricdmaon (NPRP, ch. 11)
notes the limitations imposed by the Soviets” “sea denial™ philosophy,
Ginsberpe (SRI, ch. 23) observes the limits imposed by Soviet iofineuce
wmechanisns, and Hevzog (NPSP, ch. 3) describes the lepact of the strategic
mission.

HecCOwire {1979a: 177-182) viows Sovice comwitment to peacetise
naval opersticas as a continuua ranging fron “protecting Soviet lives aad
property” at the low end of conmmitament, to “establishing a stratuepgte
infrastructure to support war-related wisstions” at the high end. HecGuelee
vieus this latter as the primary wotive for Soviet naval iavolvement ia

32




" Third World diplomacy. Because this missi{oen touches directly on the
g sccurity of the Soviet homeland, analysts of the "willtary school” view it
. as the foremost motive for the Soviet Navy“s peacetime actions (cf. Booth,
1977; MceGwire, 1979a: 179), Naval involvemen:z in aid of this goal scrves
other political and diplomatic functious.

In between these extremes MccCwire (1979a) views “increasing
Soviet prestige and influence” and "counteriug imperialist ageresston” as
objectives for which Soviet politicsl commitment is low. He perceives (p.

s

y

el
3 179-80), for example, no evidence of "Soviet rceadiness to actuwally enpage
b Western naval forces, in order to prevent them from intervening apainst a
Sovict client state." MecGwire does see a greater Soviet willingness to
?' supply and support clients during thivd party conflicts and a policy of
= incrementalism and opportunism; probing Western respoenses aund creating
precedents. MccGwire sees the Soviet Navy’s long~term intercsts as only
T - partly served by the foreign policy of increasing influence in the Third
? World, and conversely, Soviet foreign policy is sometimes ill-served by
“ the foreign entanglements and commitments requived by naval security
- concerns and the requirements for a distant strategic infrastructure
§ These conflicts of interst are likely to continue aud remain limits on
- Soviet peacetime naval diplomacy f{n the forward area.
Herzog (NPSP, eh. 3) describes how the Soviet Navy“s strategic
3' peacetime detevrent forces have begun to retreat inte ballistic missile
- submarine (SSBNs) sanctuaries near Soviet coasts. To control these areas
and protect these peacetime strategic deterrceut and wartine strategic
. reserve auclear forces, the Soviet surface fleet is being reconfigurad for
i ASH purpoges, to operate under the land-based air cover of the SNA. Thuse
e nawest sutface ships, howaver, are also those most capable of opevating in
distant waters and exercising peacetime influence missions in the Third
i Warld. In effect, the peacetine wission of SSHBYN sanctuary pretection
- conflicts with the naval influence mission., If newer ships are risked in
Third Horld area crises, they cannot 'efend $S8N# neay Soviet coasts. In
< fact, as crises develop, the Soviets seenm to remove these newar ASW units
é from the danger atea. This means the newer Soviet surface ships wmight
e ghly be coumited to low pisk diplosatic migsions. Herzog writes (p. 5%)
%“ As long as the Waescera fleecs ate butle around the €V {i.e.,
. the attack afrcrafe carvier), theve is ao way the Soviet

gurface unitcs, Kiev lucluded, could assume an offensive
1= PG L

* Under the defensive umbrella of the S58S sanctuaries these uaits can
perforse theiv “strictly stratepic defensive vole,” but this lieits thele
. capability and ceastyains Soviet latontions to ¥visk them in Third Uorld
o naval diplonacy.

Friedoun (gggg. chs 11) potats to the incensistencies butveen the
i Soviees” sea denial) philesophy and Soviet need for sea centvol forces,
which ehe Soviets have qever shown any ioterst $n buildieg, asd have spent
such effort attempting to clvcumvent. Sea contrvel demands greatey
capability for flextbility and sustained spetation than the Soviets have
; ver destigaed fnto thefe ships ot supply facilities. SBicher the Soviets
- aust suffer lisited eadurance fvom their units, oc¢ ifwprove afloat
replenishusat and vepalr capabilitiesn, or seek a netwotk of forolpa bases
and facilities. Foreign bases, however, ilamposc sed coattol ruguiltesents.
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Replenishment and repuir ships require fleet concentrations which are
inconsistent with gsea denial dispersal tactics. Greater individual unit
endurance implies greater costs, nuclear propulsion, and violates the
economic and technical bases of the sea denial philosophy. These
inconsistencies pose serious limits on Soviet efforts to project power in
peacetime with naval forces designed for sea demnial.

Ginberge (SNI, ch. 23) observes that the political instruments
available to the Soviets for advaacing Third World diplomacy offer few
assurances of success. Although the Soviets may labor long and hard for
{uafluence, presence, and bases in the Third World, all these can be lost
guickly and suddenly, leaving the Soviets no alternative but to start over
elgevhere. In effect, Moscow cannot count on allies in the Third World.
Consequently, Ginbergs sees (p. 446) the Soviets as following a "narrow
agenda of bases to acquire” in a “"few choice locations,” and tending to
“gravitate toward low-risk projects.” However, Soviet successes will be
confined to a few Third World states with a peculiar constellation of
features: those with home-grown socialism, that have fallen out with the
West, that are in or face wilitary conflicts, or which require Soviet
protection to avoid military defeat. These factors can offer the Soviets
wvorthwhile opportunities, but they cousiderably narrow the choices oun tae
wenu .
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CHAPTER 4. FEVALUATION METHODS AND APPRAISALS

‘ This chapter is divided fnto two main sectious, Estimation Logic,
¥ and Narvative Logic. The first section treats intentfon estimatfon as a
judgment process. It decomposes intention estimation fnto seven main
tasks and examines in detail the analytic processces withio cach task., A
variety of cognitive blases are uoted that tend to digstort or weaken
analytic accuracy. FEramples, takean from our sample of naval estimates,
T are used to show how these cogaitive blases actually occur in the work of
i naval analysts. :

i The se¢cond main section, Narvative Logfe, views intantion
estimation as a form of historical narrvative rather than as a problem of
judgment or decision. This section divides historiecal narration Iinto
- inquiry and explanation, and examines the problem of fallacious historical
reasoning ia these two areas. HMany of the historical fallacles reviewed
in this section are direcetly related to the cogaitive hiases desceribed in
the section on Estimation Logic.

¥
¥
v
B

g: ‘zf«wcg

ESTIMATION LOGIC

gy

There is wo such thing as a classification of tle ways in
which men way arvrive at an ervor: it is wuch to ke doubted
whether there ever can be.

%

A sictwind

Augustus de Horgawn, 1847

3

In apprajsing astimates of Soviet naval intentions one can
exanine an analyst®s argument, compare the analyst”s legic to the data and
to othar analysts” arguments, and evaluate the arguments® logical
atructure, i.e,, how analysts connected together hypetheses, data,
conclusions and theories. 1In this seculon the logicsl pregess of
estimation is broken into parts and the weakunesses of theso parts are
assossed.  Threughout this section an effort is wmade to use exow,;'~s fron
our sawvple of naval estimates. These are usaed to suggest a possible
weakness sad to fllustrate how it may oecur in naval estimation} our goal
{2 not to prove that the particular snalyst”s avgument is logically weak
== £ BaYy or may nat be.

te break down estization loglc into saven procasses:

Aerinttbrav

x

&rime g
v p

F . wu.\%

percoiving deta

e Renoaitly

]

vaighing data
charactoriziog data

L

e

asagessing covariations
assessing causes and effects

¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢

predistion
o forming, walncaindng and changing theorties
Nog every estinate oxplicivly facludes each process, e.p., sone

estimates studiously avold makiong any predictions. We would avgue,
however, that some form of each of these processes is ifavolved feplicicly

-
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in every estirate. This conclusion is based on the plausible notion that

811 judgmencal thinking and reasoning (not just naval estimation) entails

these processes. A recent explication of this genmeral notion abecut
thinking, Nisbett and Ross“s Human Inference: Stratepies and Shortecomings

of Socia)l Judpgment (1980), provided this seven-part taxonomy and reviewed

literature that relates these processes to all forms of inference.

This seven~part breakdown is not immutable, other analyses of
reasoning usc more or less than seven categories to break down the
thinking and judgment processes. For exawple, Einhorn and Hogareh (1981)
use four: 1information acquisition, evaluatiown, action, feedback and
learning. Because their taxonowmy was derived specifically for
decision-making, vather than inference and judgment in general, it differs
fron Nisbett and Ross“s seven-part process in collapsing several of the
latter’s categories (i.e., perceiving, weighing and categorizing data
gencrally equate to information acquisition and, in part, evaluation), and
in putting more stress on action and learning (which in the Nisbett/Ross
scheme are part of the prediction and theory processes).

In this section each of the seven pracesses is described in
general and in terms of naval analysis. The biases and weaknesses which
influence that process are described and related to instances selected
from our sample of naval estimates. If examples could not be found ia the
naval estimates sampled, a hypothetical naval example is described. (The
failure to find a "real” fnstance of a particular bias in no way neans
that that bias is absent in naval estimation -- only that it may be rare
in our sample, or overlooked by me.)

Refore heginning the description of the parts of estimation logic
it is helpful to relate these processes to Scheibe’s (1979)
trichotomization of prediction. Recall that Scheibe sttributed prediction
to sagacity, control and authority, and acumen. Sagacity, or the ahility
to organize perceptions of past behavior and abstract frow these a set of
predictive indicators, is related to the seven~part estimation process
examined in this section. In contrast, Scheibe®s acymen is insight or
enpathy into the actions or reactions of another rather than analysis or
judgment. Acumen can, however, be thought of as an estimation ability,
most commonly found as narration, or explanation. That is, many estimates
are basically coherent narrative explanations of events which attempt to
ocganize the salient facts {nto a wholistic, meaningful story (Pipes,
1980; Sacbia, 1980). 1In a later section estimation-as-narvation is
exanined. In tho prosent section the estiwmation process &s viewed as oune
of logie, judgment, and decision-making.

Pereciving Daca

Ona of the oldest and most telxable genevalizations in psycholagy
s that perception 38 nof mevely the passive veceipt of information but is
instead a process of active interpretation, selective attention,
deduction, and inferonce. The “facts® mnever “spoak for theuselves™ in
forming perceptions and perceptions aréd alvays faflucnced by “knowledge
structures,” ot ponsval infsceation procossing schomes, that people use to
ocganize the stecan of data thoy peveaive. Two of the Better-luowa
knoviadge structures whina affect the perception of data have heea labeled
the “availadiliey” and “represcotativencss” heutistics {or judgment
atratepgies; Kahnomsn and Tvorsky, 1972, 1973; Tversky and Kahnesan, 1971,

56




Yorgmi—y~iiy

VAW
A

o

P, AT e AT

i

A Y ol I ”

posp gy

gt

gy

gy

Fiod gt R

£

& g
kg

gt

1973, 1974).

These heuristics arve simple, geacrally autoamatic, strateples
people use in a variety of {nferentinl and Judgneat tasks, including data
perception. These strategles ave often effictent and cffective in
organizing data fnto useful perceptions. UBecause they ace ofren applfied
asutomatically (that is, without consctous deliberation) they may he
misapplicd or misused in cases chere more eppropriate heuristics would
yield more accurate perceptions. The vepresentativensss and avallabilicy
heuristics are not always ifnvolved fn perception, and iw cases vhore thelr
application might geaerate errors, peaple sometimes aveld using them. o
other cases, however, they do wot, and tile beuristices lead to errongous
data perception.

The Availability Heuristic

In geuneral, the wmove often and the mcre {roquently cvents are
perceived, the mare easily they are encoded and remembered and the more
Yikely it is that the perceiver will form a standard or stereatyped
congtruction for them. “Availability™ refers to the ease with which
weneries and stereotyped constructlons of events can be rotrieved by awm
individual. The “availability heuristic” occuprs whew an Iiadividual,
attempting te judge the relative frequency of an event, or the likelihaood
of evants, is influenced by the easa eof acqessibility of memory ov
reconstruction (Tversky and Kahaeman, 1973). 1In other words,
meworability, ot case of imaginative reconstruction way iaflueunce the
estimation of frequengy orv likelihood of cvaents. S8ince frequency of
events is corvelated (but not perfegtly) with memorability and
construation, this heurlstic is genavally efficient, move avmerable gvents
aoften are more frequent or more likely. Theve ave, howsver, a variety of
psychalegical factors that influence wemerability that are not associated
with frequency, v.g., vividness, pevsonal or percaptual salience,
conpleteness and ease of eucediang. Te the degree that factevs such as
these, and net Yrequancy, are the basis for veweyability, the use of the
availabiliey hevristic as & guide to estimation of frogueney or iikelihood
will lead €o ervoxs.

This heuristic s disgramed iu Figure 4.1. The iapact of
frequency and ether factors asffecting memovability is shown in part Al In
part 8, when an estisate fo uade, the semerability of cvoats is attvibuted
only te frequeacy and likelthoad (selid arveu), rathes than te salignce,
vividness, oe the athee factovs which might alse have cauvged graater
munotabilicy.  Although the diagrasm decs aet show thiz, cthe availabiliey
heuvistic aay work in convaerse: loss aemovable cvants a¥e judged as lawg
fragquent or lfkely wbaa nove wemavable snex, although several factovs
other than infreguoncy can veduce semovsbhility.

Auwong the factovs kueva e influence semovability other than
frequency of events ave vividoase, zalignce, encoding sase and
opportunicy, and cauvsality. Vivid eveuts, thoge that appear as
distivetive against a unifors bBackground afe wore likely to be remvaboved,
but are sot necessartily wnare froguent.

Saveral aspects of Soviet naval aperations tend to make tham wave
vivid o Woseoth ohbzevvers. The deployvmeat ferwavd of the Soviet Navy ocut
of Russien coasstal waters, cven though inftially vesteicted to swall
nuabers of units, attracted considerable Woytern atteatlion, chietly
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Figure &.1. Schematic Diagram of Availability Heuristic
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the @gh {es noveley. Similarly the dramatie {acrease ila the level of
these out-of~avea deployments attracted attention in part beecausc they
woere atypical of past Saviet naval behavior. The vividoess of these
sudden and dramatic changes in Soviet behavior elictieed sigatfticantly
{ncreased Weseern commeat. Such atrentien was not given to equally
dramatic changes tn the Soviet Navy that occurred against g wmove varied
background or at preater distance, and weve thus less vivid., An example
is the Soviet Maval Avistion (SNA)} which underwant sigoniilcant chaonges at
the sane time the Soviet Havy deploved forward. With & few exceptions
{e-g., Hurphy, PSP, ch. 10} cthese changes recefved very little Western
accention.

A secand aspect of racent Sovier saval eperations which fncresses
vividness is the tactic of “close cuabrace” of U.S. naval ships by Soviet
combatants in crisis aveas. Reuwtinely, U.$. warships are “shadewed” by
Soviet auxfliarias, usually fantelligedce collectors. wWhile this taectic ia
effoctive near ports and chokepainrs or in nartsw waters, in the open
ccean .S, taghk forces can gonerally outrup the fotelligence collectars or
can “flugh™ (sail off io diffeveatr divections) and los¢ thewm, BDuviag
crises, the “tattletale™ vrale of the Soviet auxiliaries {5 zaken over by
warships, some of which seemud to have been equippad with speetal weapous
(e g., vear firiug missile cystiums) for the purpose. The switchover frow
auxiliary toe wavship tattlerales colucideat sith yising cvisis teasioas,
and the close shadowing of U.S. ships all combing to create & particularly
vivid event for Hestavn ohsevvers. (The #.5, Havy adopted & pavullel
stratesy in the 1971 Middle Bast crisis.)

Recause “clese embraee™ tactics asre particularly dangarous and
gould lead ta imadvercsnt escalation of grises, they came uader diplomatic
attention and a U.$.~Spviat -~ qesent was negotiated to prevent,
hapefully, colidsions at sea. ¢ the vividness of closs cobrage events

"33 not correlated with £o ey, it does paraliel the serious

consequances of accidents produced by thess events. On the sther hand,
guch évents are nol comman except in erises, and cves thea, enly one or
two Boviet warships are usually given this wission, sud these ships are
usually elde¥, ACK types, vather than the Soviels” aewer ASH vessels.

A second feature of dats which ean fnfluyence its seserability and
thus (s availabilfry is salisnca. Salience is o broadsr cpncept thae
vividaess asnd tacludes any distiactive, physically prowinanz, sastly
perseived oy vigible festure, usvelty, unlgueness, ov slagulavity. 4a
evenl aay be saliear $¥ it velares zprcifically to seme aspect of the
peresiver, e.g., navasl anslvaes vhio ave alse aviaters would »rabably flad
data en Sevier naval zwiation move salieat thas analysrs with ne aviation

‘bagkgrauved. Sueh data 3ve eove distiactivg and eanily perecived by

seugene with avistion gxpevisuge than $¢ soeeoue with nena. Vield sveoks
afe vabicnt det salient events ate net peeessarily wivid.

Soviet naval activity iz seve saliest te waval stalyits thaa, say
:';wu: merehaat wariae activigies, and haz vegalved the averwhélalag
atzeatian of ecaval anal,sts, asltheugh ssne adval ¢xpevis believe the
Boviet Mevehant Marvine i2 ihe wmofe =ffeqtive =gageing ave ef Savies
dislosacy ia the 'hivd sarld {af. Haslwiee, 197%). Zven though the Sewiet
weychuat fleet is specifically desipaed for the peadctime roles of
susaading Soviet 3af¥lucacs, inereasing Soviet tisy, and eoxporiisg the
Rovicts” gaeds and views, the gyisasy tpzecont of Westeta mawal analyets
ts fa $ts capabilittas for pawsr projectios fe.g., Soviet voll=ea,
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roll-off ships as floating military hardware warehouses). Analysts who
are quite adept at discerning peacetime roles for Soviet warships (which
are designed primarily for wartime missions) spend little time examining
the less salient peacetime missions of the Soviet merchantmen, and
instead, accantuate their more salient wartime and crisis capabilities
(there are some erceptions to this: Ackley, SNI, ch. 14; Davidchik and
Mahoney, Appendix A, in Dismukes and McComnell, 1979; Fairhall, 1971;
Herzog, NPSP: 38)

Naval analysts themselves ackanowledge on occasion that salience
may have an undue influence on their estimates. Dismukes and McConnell
(1979: xv), for example, caution that

The principle research technique employed [in their book
Soviet Naval Diplomacy] is the intensive case study, focused
primarily on politico~military actions. This approach has
inherent risks: principally, the danger that the importance
of naval power as a direct instrument of poiicy will be
unconsciously exaggerated.

A more striking instance of the impact of salience on uaval
analysis 1s the near absence of any treatment of the Chinese in accounts
by U.S. analysts of the peacetime intentions of the Soviet Navy. This is
not true of other U.S. analysts, e.g., political scientists (although some
political scientists can no doubt explain all Soviet behavior withcut
reference tu the Chinese). For examplz, a recent volume on Soviet

. influence in the Third World by nonnaval analysts, i{.e., political

scilentists, (Rubinstein, 1975), explicitly consciders how Soviet lLehavior
is shaped by counsiderations of the Chinese., U S. naval analysats gre
nearly unanimous in ignoring the impact on Soviet naval activity ovr
intentions of the Soviets™ on-again, off-again competition with China in
the Third World. Aun exception is the realization by some analysts (e.g.,
Graham, NPSP: 281-83, 290; Murphy, NPSP: 127,132) that, if the Chinese in
wartime cut the Trans-Siberian rail linas, the Soviets”® snle year-round
supply line to the eagtern half of Russia J¢ through the Indian Ocean.
Thus the Soviet peacetime efforts to estabiish foothalds in that region is
partly a response to China.

The Chinese lack an open-ocean naval capability aud show few signs
of developing any. Soviet raval activity may dircetly aid the Soviet goal
of limiting Chinese ianfluence in the Third World, but that Chinese
influence does not now involve naval forces or sea power. Fer these twe
reasons the "China factor" has extremely low salience for U.§, naval
analysts. This does not mean the Chinese have no ianfluence on peacetine -
Soviet naval intentfons or actions, although that f{nfluence iz genevally
less significant than the U.8. role. In specific cases, however, the
Chinese may be a significant cause of Soviet behavior.

While historical analogics are danperous, {t s tntevesting that
prior to World War IX the Byitish, Duteh, Freach, and Amevicans all teaded
to assess Japanese naval intentions specifically fn tovns of thale own
Pacific and Scutheast Asian interests., With the partial exception of the
French, the Chinese war and the Kovean and Manchuciosn Japanese coloales
had very little place in Western appraisals of the Japanese Navy. The
Japanesc Army s need for petroleum to prosecuté fts war in China provided
a stvong motivation for the southward deployaent of the Japancee Navy.
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While China had virtually no navy, the “China factor” played an important
role in the pre-1941 Iintentions of the Japanese Navy, a role Western

analyste tended to underrate.
A fascinating case gtudy of Soviet and Chinese competition and its

impact on Soviet Navy pracetime intentions could be made using Indonesia
as a focus. Soviet aid to Indonesia in the late 1950s was massi e,
exceeding Soviet aid to Egypt at that time (a case much favored by U S.
naval analysts). Including aid from other communist countries, Indonesia
received more than $1.5 billion by the end of 1961, more than any other
country up to that time, and more than the $1.3 billion which the USSR had
provided China between 1949 and 1957 (van der Kroef, 1975: 55). Since
Soviet aid was concentrated into a brief decade, this investment in
Indonesia is particularly impressive.

Soviet supplied ships gave Indonesia tne largest and most modern
navy in the Indian Ocean in the early 1960s. The Soviets may have run the

- Sverdlov cruiser producticn beyond its planned terminatiom explicitly to

deliver promised ships to Indonesia (MccGwire, SND: 190, 194, 209).

Uprisings and military rebellions by anti-communist, Indonesian
officers and troops in the late 1950s led to near civil war., Soviet arms
aid greatly strengitened the vole of the Communist Party in Indonesian
politics. However, chese arms algo streagtliened the most threatening
anti-communist group in Indonesia, the actmed forces. Evaen more curiously,
Moscow continued the arms supply while Sukarno”“s policies leaned
increasingly towacrd Peking. Peling supported Sukarno’s campaigns agalust
Malaysia and the Philippines diplomatically while Moscow temporized and
supplied the arms. This anomalous state came to an end in the 1965
Chinese-backed coup attempt by leftist officers agajnst the anti-communist
officers. In the aftermath of that unsuceessful attempt hoth Moscow and
Peking lost victually all their gains and Indenesian relations with Moscow
vemained cold until the mid-1970s and even new remain cool.

It is interesting to spoculate on why Mascew, which was beginning
to deploy {ts Navy forward in the Mediterranean in 1964, did not project
ite naval pewer in 1965 and 1966 toward Indonesia to retard the rapid
erpsion of Russlan influence that followed the 1965 coup. Given Moscouw’s
tremandous investment of aid, prestige, and diplomacy, and the strateglc
gignificance of the entrances to the Indian Qecean, the Soviets would seem
te have had more than sufficient motivation to attempt naval diplomacy in
this case. Possibly the Soviets lackad the capabilities (Soviet
doployments to the Indian Ocean did wut begin until 1968); or they lacked
tha will te begla their fiest exareise in coercive naval dislomacy so
close to the ¥ 8. tnvolvament in Southeast Asiay oy perhaps they were not
interested in Third Norld naval diplomacy per se, but only as such eftores
avcomplishod war~related ends (e.g., obraining bases for forces which
couid Jesl with .5, cvaveler and submarine wnuelsav threaty to the USSR).
Ia any evant, the Iadounesian case (or parhaps necacase) has been lavgely
neglected by avalysts of the Seviet Naey,

Cartain avents are easiev 10 ¥euall than othars, or caan be
vecalled move cowvpletely, not hecause of differances in encoding, but
bhocause of dacodiang (o¢ tverviaval) facters. One factar that atds 1w
uenory retriaval fg hindsight; kaouwlag how aventy turnad out. Kaaswledge
of autcomes Fanilitaces veconstruction frem somory of events consistent
vith those outcoumes. EBwents which Waroe not eousistent with cutcomes way
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not be as effectively recalled.

This hindsight bias has been detailed exper.mentally by Fischhoff
and his colleagues (Fischhoff and Beyth, 1975; Fischhoff, 1975a, b, 1977,
1980a; Slovic and Fischhoff, 1977). Knowing how an event turned out
increases the perceived likelihood of the reported outcome and changes the
perceived relevance of event descriptive data. People are largely unaware
of the effect that outcome knowledge has on their perceptions, and they
consequently overestimate what they would have known without outcome
knowledge. They also overestimate what others actually did know without
outcome knowledge.

It is not uncommon for analysts to be unaware of the hindsight
bias, and also to believe that greater knowledge of outcomes will improve
the analysis of how those outcomes came about. In fact, the hindsight
bias may impede the analysis of events by making important daescriptive
data seem inevitable, trivial, or irrevelant. Knowing how events turned
out may make analysis less, rather than more, insightful. Nevertheless,
recommendations by analysts to defer analysis until events fturn out are
occasionally encountered, like the following observation by MccGwire (SNP:
ps viii) on the Gorshkov series of articles:

A definitive assessment of the articles would have to wait
on greater hindsight and more external evidence.

The problem with this is that the "definitive assessment” of the series
will probably perceive a greater degree of coherence and clarity in
Gorshkov”™s writing than actually exists. The analyst”s knowledge of
outcomes and the changes that take place in “external evidence" subsequent
to Gorshkov’s writings will perhaps assist in understanding Gorshkov’s
meanings, but will not make those writings any clenver a key to future
developments, 4s Fischhoff (1980a) observes

<« » o it is generally assumed that the past will readily
reveal the answers it holds . ., . One can explain and
understand any old event if appropriate effort is applied .
+ « we sBhould hold the past in a little more respect when we
attempt to plumb its secrets. While the past entertains
ennobles, and expands quite readily, it enlightens only with
delicate coaxing.

In a later section of this chapter we will describe at some length
a variety of historical fallacies and show how they occur in naval
analysis of Soviet peacetime inteuntions,

The nmore easily dats can be encoded into memory the more readily
it can be vecalled. Similarly more completely encoded data, 1.e., data
that are fitted into an existing mental framework, are more easily
rementoved. Neither case of encoding nor completeness are indicative of
frequency. Yf ecasily encoded or completely encoded data are easily
recollected it is errvoncous to allow this availability to influence
Judgments of freguency or likelibood.

Peychologists have evolved many labels for euncoding processes
vhich aid in the perception and storage of data: echemas, stereotypes,
soripts protolypea, and personas are sowe of the terms used. These
concepts differ elightly from cach other but they all represeant concepts
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familiar to the perceiver which enable the efficlent categorization of an
event or stimulus as the member of a class.

There are several heuristics peculiar to concept formation and
encoding which will be reviewed i1n the section below on characterizing
data; the main point here is that the availability of well-used schemes or
concepts for perceiving and encoding data may facilitate the operation of
the availability heuristic and thus bias frequency or likelihood
judgments.

International crises provide a familiar concept for the analysis .
of peacetime Soviet naval intentions. Soviet naval events during these
periods, especially those which take place in proximity to the crisis
area, may be encoded as crisigs-related. An example of this, reviewed in
Chapter 3, was the proximity of a Soviet naval exercise in 1970 to the
Libyan coup. This was perceived by some analysts as indicating a Soviet
intention to support the coup makers.

Similarly, a Soviet exercise held in proximity to the "Cod War"
between Britain and Iceland in 1973 has been interpreted as related to
that crisis (Dismukes and McConnell, 1979: 355; Dismukes, SNI: 493-4)
even though no Soviet goals for involvement in the crisis were evident,
and the exercise took place in a traditional Soviet exercise area in the
traditional exercise seasan. The exercise had no clear relationship to
the British or the Icelandic activity. During the "second Cod War" the
Soviets conducted no exercises in the area, but this occurred in November
rather than the spring exercise season.

Events which seem to be causes of other events are likely to be
more easily perceived and memorable than events which have no causal
significance. In a later section evidence will be reviewed that suggests
causal scenarios-are readily imagined to explain effects, and are readily
perceived in an array of data., This ease of geunerating causal
explanations may be taken as an index of the aptness or likelihood of such
scenarios as explanations.

The variety of explanatioms proposed by naval analysts for Soviet
peacetime naval developments (Chapter 3) suggests how easily plausible
causes can be perceived in complex data. Many of these proposed
explanations are partially or wholly incomsistent with each other. It
seems- likely that excessive causality is perxceived in the Soviet Navy’s
influence on the U.S. Navy during crises (e.g., the 1967 or 1973 Middle
Fast Wars)., There is a strong tendency by some naval analysts to accept
the Soviets” own claims that Soviet naval presence prevents U.S. naval
intervention during these crises. Some analysts even suggest that Soviet
naval forces off Angola in 1975 anticipated a U.S. naval intervention and
forestalled it before it was even attempted. To be sure, the Soviet Navy
may be the "cause" for U,S. nonintervention, or it may make
nonintervention (decided on for other reasons) an easier policy to follow
(i.e., the Soviet presence facilitates, but does not cause,
nonintervention). But the Soviet presance may have no effect on the
decision not to intervene, or even a nepgative effect (i.e., some may see
the Soviet presence as an unjustified prohibition that should be
challenged to dewonstrate U.8. resolve and freedom of action), It cannot
be demonstrated on the evidence to date that the Soviet Navy has caused
U.5. nonintervention in any crisis, yet this perception persists.
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The Representativeness Heuristic

This second judgment strategy described by Kahneman and Tversky

. (1972, 1973; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974) involves the use of salient

features of a sample of data to infer its membership in some data

category., This strategy is a relatively simple application of resemblance

r “goodness of fit" criteria to categorization judgments. A particular

case is examined for salient features, which are used to infer the
membership class of that case.

The use of the representative heuristic leads to a~ncurate
judgments so long as the salient features of the sample are true
reflections of the population from which it was drawn. However, many
samples from a population will be atypical on the salient features, and
virtually all samples will be atypical on at least one feature (i.e., the
sauple case that is exactly average on all dimensions; like the "average"
scientist who is 33.3 years old, married to .95 of a wife, with 2.1
children, is an extremely improbable, if not impossible, case).

The problem with the use of the representativeness heuristic is
the tendency it produces to overlook sample information that is unrelated
to sample features, but is related to the base-rate of that sample, i.e.,
the likelihood of that particular sample in the population. For example,
the salient features of iron pyrite are quite similar to those of gold.
People who mistake "fool”s gold" for the real thing are placing too great
a weight on the specific features of the sample (its representative gleam,
color, shape, etc.) and too little welight on the base-rate data (the
relative abundance of iron pyrites and the scarcity of gold) which is
unrelated to the sample features. The representative heuristic applied in
this case leads to the conclusion that "what glitters is gold.” Sometimes
this is true, but as the wise know, not often -- appearances can be
deceiving.

An example of the representative heuristic can be found in Vigor~s
(SNP' ch. 32) analysis of Admiral Gorshkov’s discussion of "command of the
sea" [gospodstvo na more}. Vigor writes (p. 619)

« ++ the way in which he elaborates it . . . seem(s) to me
to provide a valuable clue to some likely paths of future
development of Soviet naval strategy.

In other words, the sallent features of Gorshkov”s elaboration of “command
of the sea" app